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PREFACE 
A GIRL STUDYING BOYS 
I was fourteen when I learned how to bench-press. I enrolled in a weightlifting class 
at the local fitness center and was first intimidated by the boys and trainers there, but was 
later amused that all of the boys dropped out of the class. Here, I learned a toughness, not 
only from my trainers who were more than happy to have someone as energetic and excited 
about the sport of lifting as I was, but also from the boys who teased me, laughed at me, and 
snickered as I struggled to bench the 45-pound bar. It was here, also, that I built up the 
confidence to pursue the thing that made me happy, weightlifting. I was sixteen when I 
began to powerlift competitively. I am not a big person. I stand roughly 5' 5" and I weigh 
about 118 pounds. In powerlifting, size really does not matter. It is about determination, 
strength, and strategy. 
My experiences in the gym are what first got me interested in studying men. Those 
interests were heightened when I enrolled in my first manhood and masculinities course in 
college, taught by Dr. Sharon Bird. I became so excited by the things I learned from books 
like Kimmel and Messner's (1998) Men's Lives. I was introduced to the "boys will be boys" 
mentality and the statuses that athletes hold by Bernard Lefkowitz's (1997) Our Guys, a book 
whose back flap reads, "In March 1989, a group of teenage boys lured a retarded girl into a 
basement in Glen Ridge, New Jersey, and gang-raped her....The rapists were its most 
popular high school athletes." 
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These stories, and my awn experiences in the weight room, began to influence my 
perspectives and open my eyes. It was not until I began dating a fraternity member that the 
floodgates let loose. Here, I was led directly into the fraternity lifestyle where I experienced 
and witnessed the parties, the drinking, the joke telling, the camaraderie between fifty-some 
"brothers," and the PlayBoy centerfolds plastered on the walls. It was here that I learned 
how to be a silent observer, to melt into the woodwork, and to watch all of this with a 
sociological lens. In this environment, I was privileged to observe something that few 
individuals, least of all women, get to see. If I had not been a part of it, I would not know 
anything about it save for the stories and articles I read in textbooks and journals. 
If the fraternity were not enough, then the athletes were. Soon I found myself sitting 
in a room, as astudent-athlete tutor, with six athletes trying to explain to them Sociology and 
its importance, but realizing quickly that Sociology was the furthest thing from their minds. 
Again, I reminded myself that these experiences are few and far between for a woman. 
A great deal of the literature focuses on fraternities and their rape culture (Boswell 
and Spade 1996), while other research looks at athletes (Crosset, Benedict and McDonald; 
Curry, T. 1998; 1991). Unless it was to discuss the rape culture or the drinking habits of the 
men in these college subcultures, no research existed that looked at both groups —athletes 
and fraternity members -- or that compared them in the ways that I hoped to compare them. 
As I thought back to my time in and around the fraternity, the things I witnessed and 
overheard, and then my time around student-athletes, I felt very much the same in both 
instances as a woman. I began thinking about the positions of privilege that both all-male 
groups seemed to hold, a parallel privilege that must be shared in a single space, the college 
campus. 
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It was within the walls of the fraternity that my frustrations brewed, my interests 
bloomed, and the questions began. What is it about these groups of men that make them act 
the way that they do? How do they come to identify and accept the experiences that they 
have here? My purpose and goal of this study is to help answer some of the "how's" and the 
"why's," and to lay a foundation for future research as well as to fill a theoretical gap in the 
1 i terature . 
It is a unique position that I continually find myself in, stumbling into all-male 
groups, working in male-dominated occupations, or participating in male-dominated leisure 
activities, but it is a position with vast and unending possibilities for Sociology and the genre 
of men and masculinity. 
A Feminist Perspective 
It was not until I sat in Dr. Bird's office and explained to her the debate in which I 
had recently been involved, among fellow colleagues, about writing from a feminist 
perspective, that I realized that I wanted to write in a style that was more closely aligned with 
the feminist point of view. My primary concern was that I wanted non-academics to be able 
to read and understand my work. 
DeVault (1996: 30) defines feminism as, "... a movement, and a set of beliefs, that 
problematize gender inequality. Feminists believe that women have been subordinated 
through men's greater power, variously expressed in different arenas. They value women's 
lives and concerns, and work to improve women's status." 
Hammersley (1992: 188) says, "...a key feature of feminist methodology is taken to 
be a central concern with gender.. . human social relations of all kinds are heavily structured 
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by differences in the social position of women and men...." I am concerned about gender. 
"A second common feature of feminist methodology is an emphasis on the validity of 
personal experience..." (Hammersley 1992: 188). This project came into being from my 
own experiences, and it is important to me that I have the opportunity to .use my own voice in 
the research process because, as a female, I have unique perspectives that shape the topics I 
choose to study, the responses I receive from those I interview, and how I interpret the data I 
collect (Smith 1987). 
I want non-academics to read and understand what I have found because they may be 
able to use my findings to shape policies that will ultimately improve both men's and 
women's lives. DeVault (1996: 32) says, "What makes practice distinctively feminist is its 
relevance to change in women's lives or in the systems of social organization that control 
women." However, while feminist methodology often focuses on women, I am focusing on 
men . 
I also want to mention that seemingly every perspective is not without its ethical 
issues and limitations. one obvious issue is of the personal experiences I would like to 
include in my writing. The question here is, how do the researcher's own experiences shape 
the "truth?" How do I know that my experiences are the truth compared to another's 
experiences? Since almost all experience is constructed by humans, the chances of my own 
biases and "false cultural assumptions being embedded in the data" (Hammersley 1992: 192) 
are possible. 
According to Hammersley (1992), there are also several feminist arguments regarding 
hierarchy within the research relationship. Feminist methodology strives for equality 
between the researcher and the researched, but within a relationship where one person, on a 
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societal level, is dominant over another, the existence of some form of hierarchical 
relationship is inevitable. Hammersley (1992: 195) states, "...presumably feminist 
researchers must exploit whatever resources they have to exert control over the relationship, 
on the grounds that in present circumstances the only choice is between being dominant or 
being dominated." It is debatable whether I consider the relationship between myself and 
those I am researching exploitive or not. However, I must be careful to ensure that my 
research relationship is a reciprocal one where the men I interview receive something as well 
as give something. 
Another limitation, pointed out by Oakley (1998), is the issue of validity and "bias" 
within qualitative research. Oakley (1998: 713)(see also Jayartne and Stewart 1991) says 
that: 
Although the aims of qualitative research theoretically exclude 
generalisability, the insights gained are likely to reflect the social world of 
research participants, so that bias in qualitative research is just as possible 
in the quantitative sort, and possibly more so, given the smaller sample 
sizes. 
There is also a question about the amount of information that the researcher consumes, 
whether it was presented thoroughly, and whether the research methods were complete. My 
goal is to provide thorough and legitimate justifications for my research methods, the 
findings, and the results. 
On a final note, positivistic research "claims objectivity" (Sprague and Zimmerman 1993: 
257) and its very nature follows a "conventional methodology... [that] represents science as 
value neutral both as a set of processes and in its relationship to society" (Sprague and 
Zimmerman 1993: 259). Feminist critiques, however, prioritize the subjective experiences of 
X11 
those being researched and "emphasize the emotional aspects of social life grounded in 
concrete, daily experiences" (Sprague and Zimmerman 1993: 255}. The point here is that I 
believe the subjective experience, told by these men, is more accurately reflected through in-
depth qualitative interviewing than through any other method. I also depend on these men's 
experiences to help guide me through the research process and in that regard, I do not feel 
that this work can be completely value neutral. 
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ABSTRACT 
In this study, I compare how men, as football players and men, as fraternity members, 
manage self-impressions, negotiate gender boundaries, and maintain parallel hierarchies of 
masculinity on a college campus. Using social identity theory and symbolic interactionist 
concepts of self-presentation and in-groups and out-groups, I explore the foundations of 
identity formation and how the men in each group maintain distinct .imperatives of 
hegemonic masculinity. Findings, based on in-depth interviews, reveal that these men exist in 
separate spheres and share a mutual respect for one another, and that their positive in-group 
identities strengthen their boundaries. These boundaries also help preserve their status as 
men, not only over other men, but over women as well. I offer suggestions for future research 





In this study, I explore foundations of masculine identity, impression management 
and presentation of self, and the boundary construction, maintenance, and negotiation among 
two highly visible homosocial male groups on a college campus. Research of the past few 
decades demonstrates that masculinity is not made up of a single static set of characteristics 
or practices. The characteristics and practices that constitute masculinities vary from one 
social context to the next and change over time. Individuals incorporate different socially 
constructed ideas of what masculinity means into their own self-concept and identity, 
depending on the social environments in which they live. 
Not all definitions or "types" of masculinity are equally valued. Connell (1987} 
explains that masculinities exist in status hierarchies. The form of masculinity that is most 
desired and valued in a particular social context is called hegemonic masculinity (Connell 
1987; 1995). Other masculinities typically exist, too, but are not as highly valued in a given 
social context. By incorporating elements of hegemonic masculinity into their own self-
concepts, young men gain a sense of in-group membership and positive social status 
(Messerschmidt 2000). All-male groups provide interesting insight into the dynamics, 
interactions, and boundary maintenance that enhances in-group status and ultimately raises 
them, as separate groups, above women. 
The two all-male groups I examine in this study, football players and fraternity 
members, share common social contexts such as family structure and upbringing, but they 
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understand the imperatives of hegemonic masculinity differently. Their unique 
understandings of hegemonic masculinity contribute to the conflicts that sometimes occur 
when the two groups overlap in shared physical contexts. 
Men, based on the hegemonic masculinity ideals held within the groups to which they 
belong, enact hegemonic masculinity imperatives differently. For football players, 
hegemonic masculinity commonly encompasses aggressiveness, toughness, brotherhood, and 
pride. For fraternity members, their concept of masculinity includes these same dimensions 
with the addition of academics and campus involvement. 
In this study, I also use social identity theory (Tajfel 1982; Tajfel and Turner 1986) to 
examine how young men come to understand themselves as men within social group 
contexts, and how they situate themselves relative to other groups. Social identity theory 
helps shed light on the salience of the men's identifications with their groups. I also 
incorporate the concept of dramaturgy (Goffman 1959; 1967) in my examination of men in 
all-male groups, particularly as it explains presentation of self and impression management. 
These concepts help explain how men present themselves as men to others. 
This study is unique in several ways. First, research on men and masculinity has 
examined men as fraternity members and athletes separately, but no previous study compares 
the two groups in terms of how they position themselves relative to each other on a college 
campus. 
Second, there are aspects of the men and masculinity genre that could be strengthened 
by integrating existing sociological theories. In this study, I draw upon social psychological 
theories such as social identity theory and dramaturgy. I believe that by melding social 
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psychological theories with current literature on men and masculinity, I can provide a unique, 
unexplored perspective on the dynamics of these two groups. 
Research Questions 
Within this study, I explore three research questions: 
(1) What are some of the foundations of masculine identity that men, football 
players and fraternity members, developed prior to beginning their college 
experience? 
(2) In what ways does membership in a fraternity or on an athletic team influence 
presentation of self, self-identity, and impression management? 
(3) How do these men construct and maintain boundaries between their group and 
another privileged group (other athletes or fraternity members), between their 
group and male non-group members, and between their group and women? 
The first question looks at each man's upbringing prior to entering college and 
considers how parents, siblings, and peers contribute to the foundations and development of 
identity. 
The second question looks at the role of stereotypes and how they influence the ways 
that men view themselves and their teammates or fraternity brothers. Some men try to 
debunk the myths that stereotypes foster by acting in opposite ways or by trying to be a 
model representative for their all-male group. 
The third question provides possibly the most exciting information for this study. 
Here, I explore a realm of masculinity and group dynamics that has not been previously 
studied. I look at how these men maintain the hegemonic masculinity imperatives of their 
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respective groups —and the status derived from group membership —while sharing the same 
social environment. These men's groups overlap, for example, in the classroom and at 
campus bars. In addition to how these men experience boundaries between their respective 
groups, I also look at how they create and maintain boundaries between themselves and non-
affiliated men on campus as well as their boundary negotiations between themselves and 
women. 
Organization of the Study 
The road map for this study is as follows: Chapter two reviews previous literature on 
men and masculinity. This literature looks at themes such as the rape culture, joking 
relationships, hazing, drinking, pornography, homophobia, and homoeroticism that are 
shared within literature about fraternity members and athletes, primarily football players. 
Chapter three introduces social identity theory, dramaturgy, presentation of self, 
impression management, hegemonic masculinity, and in-groups and out-groups. These 
subjects integrate the foundations of men and masculinity research and social psychological 
theories and concepts in a new way. 
Chapter four discusses methods. For this study, I interviewed twelve men, six 
fraternity members and six football players including three minority men, at a mid-sized 
midwestern university using snowball and convenience sampling. In this chapter, I also 
discuss ethical and personal issues that I considered during the research process. 
Chapter five, the first of three chapters on this study's findings, focuses on the 
foundations of identity development, namely, influences from parents, siblings, and peer 
groups, and the processes that helped these men form their identities. This chapter also 
5 
discusses how the men's participation in certain high school activities strengthened their 
concept of masculinity and may have impacted their choice to become a college athlete or to 
j oin a fraternity. 
Chapter six looks at stereotypes that the men hold of other groups (how football 
players view fraternity members and vice versa), the perceived accuracy of these stereotypes, 
and what affect, if any, these stereotypes have on the men's self-presentations. I also explore 
the importance of first impressions for these men, how they influence others' impressions of 
their group and themselves, and how important their outward appearance (clothing, for 
example) is to them. 
Chapter seven discusses the boundary construction, maintenance, and negotiation 
between fraternity members and football players as well as between these groups of men and 
other groups of men on campus, and between these groups of men and women. Here, I 
investigate how these men relate to the overall gender order among men on a college campus. 
The final chapter draws all of this work together in a discussion of the most exciting 
findings, questions left unanswered, theoretical implications, and practical implications of 
this study. This chapter highlights the surprises that I encountered during the research 
process. one such surprise is that while I believed the men would often come in contact and 
interact on the college campus, they really do not interact as much as I imagined. They exist 
in parallel spheres and have mutual respect for one another. I will discuss other important 




Research on men and masculinity is fairly recent. It is only within the last few 
decades that we have begun to think about men as men - as "gendered beings" (Kimmel and 
Messner 1998: X111). In the past, men were thought of as genderless, and much of the focus 
was on women's issues and not men's issues. According to Kimmel and Messner (1998: 
xiv), this is because, "the mechanisms that afford us privilege are very often invisible to us." 
In other words, it had not yet occurred to researchers to study men as gendered beings 
because the importance of men's gender was still invisible. 
Historically, there have been three models for studying men and masculinity: 
biological models, anthropological models, and sociological models. Biological models 
looked at the biological differences between men and women; anthropological models looked 
at masculinity cross-culturally; and sociological models looked at the socialization processes 
of boys and girls (Kimmel and Messner 1998). Ail of these models have been challenged 
and critiqued by feminist scholars who, "have specified the ways in which the assumptions 
about maturity, development, and health all made masculinity the norm against which both 
genders were measured" (Kimmel and Messner 1998: xviii). 
The first works, influenced by feminist critiques, appeared in the mid-1970s. These 
works were significant because they brought the importance of gender into the center of the 
debate. According to Kimmel and Messner (1998), this new stage of research on men and 
masculinity allows for the variations among men to be the central emphasis in understanding 
men, men's lives, and the male experience. 
The focus for my study is two subgroups of men, fraternity members and football 
players. Existing literature on these two groups originally seemed to focus on how men 
dominated women. Within these works, I found seven reoccurring themes: the rape culture, 
joking relationships, hazing, drinking, pornography, homophobia, and homoeroticism. Each 
of these themes, in turn, will be discussed. The previous literature and these themes are 
important for an understanding of the power and dominance men exert over others, typically 
women, in the form of the rape culture, hazing, the use of pornography, and homophobia. 
The themes of joking relationships, drinking, and homoeroticism illustrate men's bonding 
mechanisms. 
Early literature took a single hierarchical view of masculinity, in which men and 
women exist in relation to one another such that women are subordinated ~by men, and some 
men are subordinated by other men. By this, I mean that men, all men, were on top and 
women were beneath them. I, however, attempt to point out a gap in the literature by taking 
the next step and showing that this single view of hegemanic masculinity needs further 
elaboration, I propose that men position themselves in parallel hierarchies. Certain groups of 
men can hold a parallel status to each other, while both groups still subordinate women. 
In order to illustrate this gap, it is important to understand the themes explored in 
previous research and how they relate to subgroups of men and gender hierarchies. Though 
these two groups of men I -study have things in common such as their treatment of women, 
bonding mechanisms, and reinforcement of in-group ideals of masculinity, differences also 
exist. For example, football players' concept of masculinity hinges on ideas of toughness 
8 
and aggression while fraternity members' concept of masculinity upholds the importance of 
leadership, service, and academic achievement. This study seeks to understand how these 
ideals and the dominance they often encourage are maintained. 
One shared theme in literature on masculinity and sport, as well as masculinity and 
fraternity membership, is the dominance of men over women in rape culture (Sabo, D. and 
R. Runfola 1980; Sanday, P. 1990; Kidd, B. 1990; Kalof, L. and T. Cargill 1991; Johnson 
1991; Messner, M. and Sabo, D. 1994; Boeringer, S. 1996; Boswell, A. and Spade, J. 1996; 
Crosset, T., Benedict, J., and McDonald, M. 1996; Wenner, L. 1996; Schwartz, M. and 
Dekeseredy, W. 1997). 
Rape culture is defined as, "a complex of beliefs that encourages male sexual 
aggression and supports violence against women. [Rape culture] is a society where violence 
is seen as sexy and sexuality as violent" (Buchwald, Fletcher, and Roth 1993: Preamble). 
Boswell and Spade (1996: 183) go on to say that, "The abusive attitudes toward women that 
some fraternities [and athletics] perpetuate exist within a general culture where rape is 
intertwined in traditional gender scripts." Similarly, articles have been written about sexual 
aggression among athletes. After all, football players, for example, are trained to be 
aggressive, and that aggressiveness is not always left on the field at the end of a play or a 
game (Messner and Sabo 1994). 
Crosset, Benedict, and McDonald (1996: 194) echo the words of Boswell and Spade 
(1996) by saying, "In many regards, men's sport resembles a `rape culture.' Athletics is 
highly sex segregated." The rape culture provides a boundary between men and women and 
helps maintain male superiority and dominance over women. Male dominance and superior 
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status are overarching themes under which the sub-themes of rape culture, joking 
relationships, hazing, drinking, pornography, homophobia, and homoeroticism fall. 
A second theme that appears in the literature about masculinity and sport, and 
masculinity and fraternity membership is the joking relationship as a way of bonding. This 
relationship, complete with rituals of sexually aggressive language and insults, helps 
individuals negotiate every day life and is used to help unite men with one another (Lyman 
1996). Fraternity brothers use joking as a way to relate to each other. By insulting each 
other's "sense of pride, integrity, masculinity, and general sense of self-worth" (Sanday 
1990: 133), they can bond. 
In addition to the joking relationship illustrated by Lyman (1996), Curry (1991) 
discussed the fraternal bonding that occurs in the locker room which typically centers on 
joking, mocking, or teasing. Locker room talk not only includes joking, but also. consists of 
putdowns and stories about the men's sexual escapades. The ridiculing behavior and sexual 
accounts that men share with one another serve to help them negotiate their status relative to 
other men. According to Kidd (1990), the reason that locker room talk and activity is 
necessary is because the only [acceptable] way men can express their affection for one 
another is through teasing, mock fighting, and put-downs. 
A third theme that is often associated with the fraternity culture but is also identified 
among athletes as well as the military is hazing. There is not one good definition of hazing 
but it includes such things as excessive drinking, subordination, sleep deprivation, nudity, 
pranks, extreme physical exertion, and violence (Chidley 1995; ~' Sullivan 1993). Literature 
on fraternities is full of anecdotes about initiation rituals where new recruits (pledges) are 
placed in and forced to endure horrendous, sometimes life-threatening, situations (Sanday 
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1990). Literature on the military experience also illustrates hazing practices with stories 
about great physical feats that cadets must perform, or rituals that include violence and 
nudity (Addelston and Stirratt 1996). Hazing also occurs in athletics and is considered to be 
a way of introducing and initiating new members to the team. According to Chidley (1995 
19), "Some U.S. college football teams insist that new players bite the heads off live 
chickens to show their toughness." Hazing is said to aid in the bonding of the members, 
build brotherhood, and "forge a collective identity" (DeParle 1988: 43). If men can endure 
and survive these events, they can feel a part of the larger whole and share special, intimate 
experiences with one another. 
A fourth theme within this body of literature is excessive alcohol consumption among 
athletes and fraternity members. According to several articles, college athletes binge drink 
more often than non-athletes and get into more trouble than their non-athletic peers ("College 
Athletes Also Compete in the Barroom" 1999; "Study: College Athletes Binge Drink More 
Often" Z001). These findings are also true for fraternities, which encourage underage 
members to drink and which provide an environment where alcohol is readily available 
(Borsari and Carey 1999). Drinking offers opportunities for friendship, socialization, and 
group inclusion. It may also serve as a way for men to open up and express emotion in a way 
that might otherwise warrant ridicule. Alcohol consumption is related to the above 
mentioned rape culture and is often an element of hazing. 
A fifth theme is pornography. Pornography is defined as, "writings, pictures, etc. 
intended to arouse sexual desire" (Guralnik 1984: 1109). Watching pornography is often a 
pastime of both fraternity members and athletes. I would add that the use of pornographic 
magazines (Hustler, Play Boy, etc.) may be more prevalent than the use of pornographic 
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films. These men may use pornography as an educational tool to learn about sex, but in 
doing so, I argue that they also learn unhealthy ways of associating with women. According 
to Sabo and Runfola (1980: 35), "...pornography...provides a vicarious experience that 
meets male needs for sexual dominance." 
For athletes, the appeal of pornography might be related to the often aggressive 
depictions of male superiority over women. Fraternity members or athletes may watch a 
pornographic film before a party begins and when they watch these films, they often watch 
them in groups as another method of bonding (Sanday 1990). The use of pornography is 
related to the rape culture in that it depicts fantasy and exploitive relationships between men 
and women where violence is often accepted. 
A sixth theme in the literature is homophobia. Homophobia is the "irrational fear or 
intolerance of homosexuality" (Messner 1992: 34). Men learn, at a young age, that being gay 
is unacceptable. Heterosexual men, and more specifically the men in these two groups, fear 
being labeled a homosexual, which results in an adherence to traditional masculine beliefs 
and practices to avoid this label. Accarding to Sabo (1980: 42), "The threat of homosexual 
stigmatization... serves primarily to maintain sex role stereotypes...." In other words, the 
threat of being labeled a homosexual helps maintain "proper" masculine behavior. 
In athletics and fraternities, where men spend the majority of their time with other 
men, it is very important to avoid homosexual stigmatization. Acting non-masculine (not 
tough enough) or worse, acting in a "feminine" way, will likely invite ridicule or hazing. 
Coaches may also use homophobia as a way to maintain a certain hierarchy among team 
members (Messner and Sabo 1994). Homophobia is another way to form a collective 
identity. It helps create and maintain boundaries between in-groups ("us") and out-groups 
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("them"), and simplifies what proper masculine behavior is by illustrating what proper 
masculine behavior is not. 
A final theme that I will discuss is homoeroticism. Homoeroticism is the erotic desire 
for the same sex, in this case, men's erotic desire for other men. Literature on fraternity 
members and athletes alludes to this concept when discussing locker room activity, joking 
relationships, and the fraternal bond. In Sanday's (1990: 123) book, Fraternity Gajzg Rape, 
she discusses the fascination of oral sex. One interviewee says that oral sex is gratifying 
because it can be applied to both men and women. He explains that there is homoerotic 
potential in a blowjob because not only could the fantasy be about a woman performing the 
act, but it could also be about a fraternity brother performing the act. 
Sanday (1990) explores some of the rituals of the fraternity, which often include 
nudity. In one fraternity house, members participate in what they calla "circle dance" where 
the men strip naked and pile on top of each other in a heap. Men rush inside the circle and 
mime sexual acts, which include mimicking homosexual intercourse. This type of behavior 
allows for heterosexual men to act out homoerotic fantasies in a way that is accepted and 
encouraged. 
Because these men —athletes and fraternity members —spend so much time together 
and usually in close quarters (sleeping rooms, locker rooms, or showers), an erotic bond 
develops. what prevents these men from acting out their erotic fantasies is the stigma of 
homosexuality (Messner and Sabo 1994). Homoeroticism may also be displayed through 
dominance and joking relationships but again, it primarily serves as a bonding mechanism for 
these men. 
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According to Sabo (1980) the arena of sports is hornoerotic in nature as well. Male 
audience members get excited about watching a game that is played by other rnen. As 
Pronger (1990) illustrates, the structure of the athletic environment (i.e. football) is heavily 
laced with homoerotic themes. Men come together, they undress, they put on tight-fitting 
clothes, they work themselves up into a frenzy, they rush out onto the field, they play a game 
with a ball that is often phallocentric in nature, and they return to the locker room where they 
undress and shower together. 
I argue that the threads of power, competition, and dominance bind all of these 
themes and are shared between these groups of men. The themes are used to create, define, 
and maintain boundaries among men and between men, and to elevate their status and power 
over women. Previous literature on men, masculinity, athletics, and collegiate fraternities 
explores themes that demonstrate the actions and practices that members of these groups 
engage in to degrade and oppress women. These practices serve to help men bond as 
members of an in-group, thereby supporting their masculine identities. The type of 
masculinity that is often bolstered by in-group membership represents men's dominance over 
women and over members of the out-group. In this study, I focus less attention on the kinds 
of masculine cultures developed in fraternities and among athletes, and more on how 
members of each group view themselves as men, the messages they receive about 
masculinity and about their groups from other men and women, the steps these men take to 




A MARRIAGE OF THEORY: MASCULINITY FRAMEWORKS AND 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 
Social Identity Theory 
Much that informs this study in terms of theory comes from Social Identity Theory, 
which originated with Henri Tajfel (1982; Tajfel and Turner 1986) but has been elaborated 
upon by many others. Before beginning a discussion of social identity theory, I first define 
the concept of social identity. 
According to Howard and Hollander (1997: 94): 
Identity typically refers to the more public aspects of self. Identities locate 
a person in social space by virtue of the relationships and memberships 
that these identities imply. Thus, we hold identities based on our 
memberships in social groups (both voluntary and ascribed) and on the 
character traits we enact in interaction and that others attribute to us. 
In other words, a social identity is "a person's knowledge that he or she belongs to a 
social category or group" (Stets and Burke 2000: 225). The group is comprised of 
individuals who "hold a common social identity or view themselves as members of the same 
social category" (Stets and Burke 2000: 225). These groups help situate individuals relative 
to some other social category. These categories, "[state] at the same time what a person is 
and is not" (Turner 1982: 18). In other words, if one can identify whether he or she is a male 
or female or an athlete or artist, then that person can also say, "I am not male because I am 
female," or "I am not an athlete because I am an artist." As Tajfel and Turner (1986: 16) 
explain: 
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Social groups, understood in this sense, provide their members with an 
identification of themselves in social terms. These identifications are to a 
very large extent relational and comparative: they define the individuals as 
similar to or different from, as `better' or `worse' than, members of other 
groups . 
Social identity theory also tells us a Iot about the dynamics between groups that affect 
an individual's self-esteem. First, social identity is part of an individual's self-concept. A 
self-concept i s "an image of oneself as an entity separate from other people" (Shepard 2002: 
95). It is also understood as viewing oneself as others view you (Howard and Hollander 
1997). Social identity, however, refers to the view of self that everyone else sees, the self 
that is affiliated with various social categories. It is the personal image of self and how 
others perceive us or how we perceive ourselves within a group. It is "the sum total of the 
social identifications used by a person to define him- or herself ' (Turner 1982: 17). 
Also, there is a psychological component related to social structure (Tajfel 1974) that 
informs the concept that "real social groups and categories stand in status relation to one 
another and are often in competition for resources, rights, and power" (Abrams and Hogg 
1990). This idea becomes apparent when I later discuss the status negotiation that both 
football players and fraternity members endure on the college campus and within the college 
culture. 
Tajfel's (1978) work helps us understand why individuals affiliate with groups and 
what affect those groups have on an individual's identity. According to Tajfel (1978), 
individuals will remain a member of a particular group if that group provides something 
positive for the individual's social identity, or unless the individual has no other choice. 
For instance, if a fraternity member acquires friendship and support from his 
fraternity, he is likely to stay within that group. However, if he does not fit into the group, is 
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ostracized, does not experience any benefits, or has more negative than positive experiences, 
he is likely to leave the group. Marilyn Brewer (2003: 481) states that "the motivational 
concept most associated with social identity theory is that of self-esteem enhancement" and 
that it is "undoubtedly true that one function that group memberships and identities serve far 
individuals is that of providing self-definition and guidance for behavior in otherwise 
ambiguous social situations." (see also Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and Lotting, 1999; vignoles, 
Chryssochoou, and Breakwell, 2000). 
If a group does not provide self-esteem enhancement or is otherwise a negative 
experience for the individual, the individual will leave unless "(i) leaving the group is 
impossible... [or] (ii) it conflicts with important values which are themselves a part of this 
acceptable self image" (Tajfel 1978: 64). Tajfel (1978: 64) also argues that, "No group lives 
alone —all groups in society live in the midst of other groups." Again, this notion supports 
the idea that groups exist relative to other groups and act accordingly not only to bolster an 
individual's self-esteem within the group but to bolster the collective self-esteem of the 
group. 
Social identity theory also helps to explain the concept of subordinate/resistant 
identities. These identities affect others' perceptions of an individual and also affect how 
that individual interacts with what is considered the dominant group. If an individual's 
identity melds with the dominant group, that individual and that individual's identity is rarely 
noticed. If, however, that individual possesses some unique trait or has some portion of his 
or her identity that is not part of the dominant group, it is likely that those traits will get 
noticed (Tatum 1997). 
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The dominant group is the group that sets the social framework in which other groups 
and individuals must operate. Those who are unable to function within this framework are 
labeled subordinate. A subordinate responds to and may internalize the images that he or she 
receives from the dominant group, though this is not always the case. If a subordinate 
displays qualities that are more characteristic of the dominant group, then that individual is 
viewed as atypical by the dominant group (Tatum 1997}. 
For example, most college students come to college primarily for academic reasons, 
to pursue a college education. Those who excel in academics are often rewarded. However, 
some college athletes primarily attend college, not to excel in academics (what the dominant 
group does), but to excel in sports. Male athletes often embody aresistance/subordinate 
identity. The dominant group expects athletes to do poorly in school. Athletes that do well 
in school would be viewed as atypical by the dominant group. Therefore, since many college 
athletes obtain substandard grades, or grades that are "good enough" to remain eligible (what 
the dominant group expects of them), they maintain their subordinate position within the 
group. Consistent with Connell's (2000) work, a football player who deviates from the in-
group stereotype -that football players emphasize athletics over academics -and instead, 
does well in academics, may be ridiculed by his teammates for stressing academic 
achievement. 
Resistance identities may emerge under other circumstances as well. When groups 
are continually and systematically denied acceptance by the dominant group, they may resort 
to rejecting the values, norms, and beliefs of the dominant group and end up replacing the 
dominant group's ideology with their own set of beliefs. 
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In sorne cases, these conflicts between in-groups and out-groups are enduring. Again, 
the in-group is the one composed of members most similar to the individual, and the group 
that the individual categorizes with the self. The out-group is the group that is comprised of 
people who are different from the self (Stets and Burke 2000). Under these circumstances, 
subordinate/resistant groups may strive to affiliate with the out-group which is seen as the 
higher status group. If subordinate groups cannot, or feel unable to disassociate from the 
dominant group, conflict may occur. Members of that subordinated group may also pressure 
those members that try to leave the subordinated group for the dominant group in order to 
gain status. 
Social members also strive to maintain a positive self-concept and social identity. 
They try to identify with social categories that allow them to favorably measure up to a 
relevant out-group. In most instances, in-group members evaluate their own group more 
favorably. Tllis in-group favoritism can lead to competition and antagonism between the in-
group and an out-group. This "competition enhances intergroup morale, cohesiveness, and 
cooperation" (Tajfel and Turner 1986: 8). Researchers have found that competition and 
comparison may also lead to "social stereotyping. . .stereotyped perceptions of in-group 
members and out-group members are enhanced and are made more homogeneous by 
identification with the in-group" (Stets and Burke 2000: 226). 
Social identity theory provides a useful framework for informing and understanding 
social identity within a particular group and it may aid in identifying whether athletes' and 
fraternity members' identity is related to their all-male group or to something else such as 
academics ("I am a student") or significant relationships ("I am a brother, a son, or a 
boyfriend"). 
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Concepts of Dramaturgy, Self-Presentation, and Impression Management 
Group life consists of acting units developing 
acts to meet the situations in which they are placed. 
(Blumer 1962: 187) 
Social categorization, self-concept, and social identity are all important factors in how 
men view themselves and how they relate to others. One way for men to enhance their group 
membership is to negotiate their social situations by presenting themselves in ways that 
influence the impressions that others form of them. 
Erving Goffman (1959; 1967) was the driving force behind the concepts of 
dramaturgy, impression management, and self-presentation. He developed the dramaturgical 
approach in which he "viewed social life as something like a staged drama... [where] social 
actors rely on costumes, makeup, body carriage, dialect, props, and other dramatic devices to 
produce a shared experience and sense of reality" (Cahill 1992: 186-187). For example, 
football playE;rs may be aware of their clothing (costume) and how it affects others' 
perceptions of them, or fraternity members may be conscious of the stereotypes that others 
hold of them and act accordingly to either go along with or debunk those stereotypes. 
The performance that individuals participate in also includes afront-stage and a back-
stage. The front-stage is where the performance is held (football players on the field during a 
game) and it is "that part of the individual's performance which regularly functions in a 
general and fixed fashion to define the situation for those who observe the performance" 
(Goffman 1959: 22). The back-stage is where the impression of others may be contradicted 
(football players in the locker room) (Cahill 1992). In other words, what everyone else sees 
may simply ~be the impression or performance that the actor wants everyone else to see, while 
actions behind-the-scenes may be much different. Goffman's interest was in how one 
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presents himself or herself and how that person can successfully carry out a performance 
(Stryker and Statham 1985; Goffman 1959). 
Setting,► is an important aspect of the performance. The setting may involve such 
things as furniture,. decoration, or ambiance. For a fraternity member, it may be a bedroom 
equipped with mood lighting and music for a date, or it may be a bedroom decorated with 
appropriately "masculine" belongings. For an athlete, the setting may consist of items that he 
does or does riot keep in his locker to be sure that he conveys an appropriately "masculine" 
image. 
The notion of impression management simply means that we are aware that not only 
are others forming impressions of us, but that we are forming impressions of them. Our 
appearance is what Goffman (1959) calls our "personal front" (24). We choose an 
appearance tYiat helps us convey what is necessary for the moment. For example, an athlete 
may put on an aggressive, tough front right before a game even if he has an injury and is in a 
lot of pain. ~3e is managing the impressions that others form of him. 
Goffman (1959) suggests that ideas like appearance and manner, which are 
associated with performance, are also important. The appearance functions to inform the 
audience of the performer's statuses and the manner informs the audience of the "interaction 
role" that the performer expects to play in an oncoming or given situation. 
Performers are also expected to maintain some form of control over their expressions 
as to evoke certain responses from the audience (Goffman 1959). For example, if an athlete 
gets injured during a game, it is perfectly okay and expected to see an expression of agony or 
pain on his face. The audience would likely respond with sympathy. If, however, an athlete 
breaks down sobbing after becoming injured, the audience may not know how to react 
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because the performer has not maintained control over his expressions given what the 
audience expects of men as football players. 
According to Tedeschi and Norman (1985), "...self-presentations are meant to 
establish a particular image of some personal characteristic or relationship in the eyes of 
another perso~i. Such behaviors may also affect the reputation, ideals, self-concept, and self-
esteem of the actor" (295). Therefore, self-presentations are important not only to the actor 
but also to the; audience. Over time, we attach feelings to the selves that we show to others. 
We begin to care how others view us and we care about the "positive social value we 
effectively claim through our performances" (Cahill 1992: 191). 
All of these concepts are important when looking at the interactions between football 
players and fraternity members and their interactions with other groups such as women or 
non-affiliated men. These men must negotiate their performances within their own group, 
between their- group and other groups of men, and between their group and women. One 
might believe that these men would typically perform for an audience of women, but Curry 
(1998) and others point out that the audience for most men is not women, but other men. 
These ideas are useful in evaluating the behaviors of athletes and fraternity members both 
within and between groups as they struggle to maintain various social and self-identities in 
the college culture. 
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Hegemonic Masculinity and In-group/Out-group Boundaries 
"Fragile it jmasculinityJ may be, but it constructs the most dangerous things we live with. " 
(Donaldson 1993) 
Hegemonic masculinity is an ideal type that is socially constructed and varies from 
one context to another. It is "the most honored or desired [type of masculinity]" (Connell 
2000: 10). Such things as virility, dominance, aggressiveness, and _control often characterize 
masculinity, especially among young men. In most social contexts among heterosexual men, 
to be thought of as female or homosexual is to lose status and respect. Expectations of 
hegemonic masculinity often lead men to feel they must constantly prove themselves and be 
in control (Cheng 1999). Hegemonic masculinity commonly suggests that self-worth is 
defined by a man's ability to demonstrate such things as strength, toughness, competition, 
and sexual prowess (Messner 1992; 1990) 
Sex segregation often serves as a mechanism for sustaining hegemonic masculinity 
because of the clear separation it provides between "men's activities" and "women's 
activities" (Harvey 1999). Hegemonic definitions of masculinity are based, in large part, on 
what women and femininity are not (Bird 1996; Connell 1987). 
The fact that hegemonic masculinity is the most desired type of masculinity in a given 
social context implies that other forms of masculinity exist. Connell (1987; 2000) describes, 
for example, three other forms of masculinities. He explains that multiple masculinities exist 
together and are simultaneously produced. These are: "subordinated masculinities [such 
as] ...gay ma.seulinity. . . marginalized masculinities [which are] produced in exploited or 
oppressed groups such as ethnic minorities, which may share many features with hegemonic 
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masculinity but are socially de-authorized. . . [and] complicit masculinities" (30-31). 
Complicit masculinities are those which are, "organized around acceptance of the patriarchal 
dividend, but are not militant in defense of patriarchy" (31). 
Hegemonic masculinity is situational and is constantly shifting given a particular 
context. Within particular groups of men in a social setting, their hegemonic masculinity 
imperatives are socially constructed. Some men may distance themselves from the dominant 
form of masculinity by constructing a masculinity that stands in opposition (or is resistant to) 
that dominant masculinity. The new masculinity attempts to overcome the dominant 
masculinity or is seen as an alternative to what the exemplar, hegemonic masculinity, should 
be. This form of masculinity that challenges hegemonic masculinity is called a "resistance" 
or "oppositional" masculinity (Connell 1995; Tatum 1997). 
Resistance or oppositional identities are not exclusive to masculinity but may also 
describe issues such as race with regard to the school setting. As Tatum (1997) explains: 
"During the encounter phase of racial identity development, when the 
search for identity leads toward cultural stereotypes and away from 
anything that might be associated with Whiteness, academic performance 
often declines. Doing well in school becomes identified as trying to be 
White. Being smart becomes the opposite of being cool ... [students then] 
described avoiding situations that would set them apart from their Black 
peers" (62-63) . 
As mentioned, the meanings and socially constructed imperatives of hegemonic 
masculinity depend on the social contexts in which they are observed. There are two issues 
of context re;~arding hegemonic masculinity. One is context in terms of the shared life 
experiences that men have (for example, men share experiences as men, working class men 
share experiences as working class men) which promotes a shared understanding of 
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hegemonic masculinity, and the second is context in terms of physical space where men 
establish shared norms (for example, a pub or college bar) (Campbell 2000). 
Imper~~tives of hegemonic masculinity vary from group to group as well as within 
different social contexts (Connell 1995). Adult men, for example, share the experience of 
intermittent employment and are all likely to agree that an employed man is more masculine 
than an unemployed man (Connell 1995: 94-98). Among men who share steady reliable 
employment, however, other distinctions, such as those between type of job and earnings, 
may be more salient as masculinity imperatives. In Connell's (1995) example, young men 
with similar social backgrounds but different Life experiences describe their on-again-off-
again time in the labor market. This example illustrates the idea of context in terms of the 
shared life experiences, where the men share experiences as men of similar age and class 
background (94-98). They all may agree that with regard to hegemonic masculinity, an 
employed male is a masculine male. 
Campbell's (2000) article on a New Zealand pub gives an illustration of context of 
hegemonic masculinity imperatives in terms of shared space. The pub he researched in his 
study was a public pub, but regulars were separated physically from women, children, and 
"outsiders" within the physical space. The latter group was delegated to the lounge bar of the 
hotel rather than the public bar. Also, men with higher status used the bar stools while men 
with less status had to stand around shorter tables. The hierarchy of status was evident. The 
highest status men had the most privilege, lesser men were still allowed to participate in the 
masculine interactions of drinking and sharing stories, while "outside" men were categorized 
with women and children and were not even permitted to socialize in the bar itself. 
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Hegemonic definitions of masculinity are often constructed and sustained through 
men's competition with one another to win validation from each other by participating in and 
describing their sexual conquests. In most social contexts, especially heterosexual ones, 
women are seen as sexual objects for men to exploit (Donaldson 1993). Men's subordination 
of women and struggles with homophobia are related to how hegemonic masculinity is 
socially constructed as heterosexual, where heterosexual men demonstrate superiorities over 
women by defining themselves as what women are not (Chodorow 1978). Bonding 
emotionally is considered feminine. Therefore, men deny emotions, which often results in 
poor interpersonal skills, especially for men who do not openly engage in compassion (Brod 
and Kaufman 1994). According to Harvey (1999), men fear relationships that consist of 
intimate bonding because of the homosexual label it might produce from other men. This 
helps explain why men's relationships and bonding practices are detached and seemingly 
unemotional (Bird 1996). 
Hegemonic masculinity imperatives help to explain how men develop gender 
identity, motivations behind certain male behaviors, and the priorities of men within all-male 
groups. As Connell (1987; 1995) explains, all men have their "moment of engagement" with 
hegemonic masculinity. All men, that is, encounter prevailing expectations of masculinity 
within the contexts of their personal lives, and because men are embedded in different social 
classes, cultures, subcultures, cliques, and associations, the imperatives of hegemonic 
masculinity that they encounter may vary somewhat. Therefore, when groups of men, 
holding different understandings of what hegemonic masculinity means, encounter one 
another, feelings of threat often arise. As men seek to secure their own sense of masculinity, 
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they often rely on the shared support and understanding of in-group members. Men also 
position themselves relative to out-group members, which include other men and women. 
The concept of hegemonic masculinity ties in with both social identity theory and 
Goffman's (1959; 1967) dramaturgy in several ways. First, social identity theory posits that 
men will affiliate with groups that enhance their esteem. Hegemonic masculinity ideals are 
important to men; therefore, they are more likely to associate with groups they feel uphold 
these imperatives. Men also situate themselves relative to other groups. Those who strive to 
meet the ideals of hegemonic masculinity will often situate themselves higher than those they 
feel do not meet those ideals, such as homosexual men. 
Characteristics of dramaturgy also tie into this idea of hegemonic masculinity. Most 
men seek to uphold the imperatives of hegemonic masculinity by managing the impressions 
that others form of them. Men want others, typically other men (Curry 1998), to view them 
as having ideal masculine traits such as aggressiveness and virility. Men also want others to 
positively evaluate them, so they do what is necessary (drink, haze, dominate women, use 
pornography, joke, etc.) to obtain this positive evaluation. 
In-group/Out-group Boundaries 
A social group is made up of people who "identify and interact with one 
another... [these] people [share] experiences, loyalties, and interests" (Macionis 2003: 164). 
Groups evaluate themselves and others by positioning themselves into in-groups and out-
groups. An in-group is "a social group commanding a member's esteem and loyalty" while 
an out-group is, "a social group toward which one feels competition or opposition" (Macionis 
2003: 168). 
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Individuals form and participate in these groups because they want to achieve and 
maintain a positive identity (Tajfel and Turner 1986). According to Hogg and Mullin (1999), 
"When members of different social groups come into enduring or short-term contact, their 
beliefs about the outgroup and relations between their own group and the outgroup may be 
challenged" (267). In-groups, however, do not attempt to compare themselves to every out-
group that exi~>ts; rather, they only compare themselves to groups that are "perceive[d] as a 
relevant comparison group" (Tajfel and Turner 1986: 16). 
This differentiation and comparison helps the in-group determine its position and 
status over others within the hierarchy. This can potentially be a competitive process. 
According to Brewer and Miller (1996), these comparisons, if favorable, can help enhance 
the in-group's esteem. 
These comparisons are not static. They are constantly changing as in-groups 
renegotiate their position in relation to out-groups as new out-groups enter the environment 
(Tajfel 1978). Campbell (2000), for example, discusses how in-group and out-group gender 
comparisons between groups of men can be competitive. Campbell (2000) explains that 
local men in the small rural New Zealand town he studied participated freely in after-work 
drinking sessions. Other members and non-members of the community, however, such as 
new workers, tourists, and women, were excluded from the rituals of what he called "pub(lic) 
masculinity" because it could only be performed in a certain time and space to which new 
workers and tourists were not privileged, and because the presence of women, for example, 
defeated the sanctity of that time and space for the men. This example illustrates the 
dynamics and situational contests involving in-groups and out-groups, and how men 
negotiate their positions in gender hierarchies. 
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Not only do men negotiate status positions relative to other groups of men, but they 
also negotiate these positions relative to women. Campbell (2000) explains how the 
masculine ideal is achieved by defining a "binary categorization between masculine and 
feminine" (576). Here, masculinity is defined by what masculinity is not. In the pub 
example, "highly disciplined and controlled men derided inept drinkers for `drinking like 
girls' ... [andl spilling or slopping beer... were characteristic of women and children" (576). 
Since women and "feminized men" were treated so harshly at the pub, they chose not to go 
there thus preserving the ideals of hegemonic masculinity in that context. 
Women and femininity are socially constructed and female gender-role norms 
emphasize passiveness, commitment, and emotional attachment within sexual relationships 
(Hill 2002). Men and masculinity are also socially constructed as vulgar, competitive and 
aggressive in sexual relations (Messner and Sabo 1994). Thus, for men to treat women 
differently than other men is to preserve boundaries between them. 
It important to understand how and why men treat women differently. Social identity 
theory, dramaturgy, hegemonic masculinity imperatives, and in-groups and out-groups not 
only help us gain that understanding, but they also inform one another theoretically. Social 
identity theory is the basis for which men choose social categories, and then position 
themselves relative to other groups of men and women. Dramaturgy informs this theory by 
exploring the practices men use to influence others' perceptions and impressions of them as 
well as demonstrating the men's awareness that they are continually participating in an 
evaluative process of themselves and others. Hegemonic masculinity is consistent with 
social identity theory in that both theories discuss the hierarchies that individuals create 
relative to other individuals. Hegemonic masculinity specifically discusses men and 
29 
masculinity and how men position themselves, as a group, above women (the out-group), and 
how men position themselves relative to other men. Like social identity theory, hegemonic 
masculinity discusses the importance of a positive identity to help maintain status. Men 
manage other~~' impressions of them (dramaturgy) to help them maintain a favorable place 
within the hierarchy. Finally, in-group and out-group behavior supports the other theories by 




This study is informed by a gender constructionist or interpretive approach. There are 
four characteristics of this approach as stated by Broido and Manning (2002: 436): 
(1) "The researcher-respondent relationship is subjective, interactive, and interdependent. 
(2) Reality is multiple, complex, and not easily quantifiable. 
(3) The values of the researchers, respondents, research site, and underling theory cannot 
help but undergird all aspects of the research . 
(4) The research product (e.g., interpretations) is context specific." 
In this perspective, "theory and practice inform one another in a mutually shaping 
manner" {Broido and Manning 2002: 436). For this study, I used in-depth interviewing (see 
Appendix A). I chose this method over other qualitative and quantitative methods for several 
reasons. First, some quantitative methods such as surveys, experiments, content analysis, 
and statistical records force a respondent to choose apre-set response. In-depth interviewing, 
however, allows the respondent to help guide the research process by elaborating on a topic. 
It is a much more collaborative process than some quantitative techniques. 
Second, other qualitative methods, such as participant observations, focus groups, or 
life history methods would not have been as suitable for this study because of time 
commitments and the groups that I am studying. For example, participant observation would 
be difficult because I would not have access to a place like the football players' locker room 
to observe their interactions or listen to their conversations (Taylor and Bogdan 1998). 
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In-depth interviews allowed me to explore the men's personal experiences, 
understand their perceptions of their group's experiences, and understand the past events that 
helped them become who they are today. Using this approach made me aware of their 
relationships, the meanings they gave these relationships, and how their lives have been 
affected by their participation in the fraternity or on the football team. 
Research Questions 
This study focuses primarily on three research questions that were developed to 
discuss the identity, impression management, and interaction (boundary construction, 
maintenance, and negotiation) between fraternity members and football players on a mid-
sized midwestern university campus. 
• What are some of the foundations of masculine identity that men, football players and 
fraternity members, developed prior to beginning their college experience? 
• In what ways does membership in a fraternity or on an athletic team influence 
presentation of self, self-identity, and impression management? 
• How do these men construct and maintain boundaries between their group and 
another privileged group (other athletes or fraternity members), between their group 
and male non-group members, and between their group and women? 
On the college campus there are a range of groups. Previous studies have focused on 
football players and fraternity members, but no study has compared the two groups. I wanted 
to look at masculinity within a homosocial (all-male) environment and two similar, highly-
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visible groups on the college campus are football players and fraternity members. The 
members in both of these groups also continually reinforce their members' masculinity 
imperatives. 
Sample 
Fraternities and football teams are exclusive, all-male organizations. Initially, I was 
concerned about my ability to enter into this environment for two reasons: 1) I am a woman, 
and 2) I was concerned about the gatekeepers of the football team. Many of these athletes 
were high-profile men and I was afraid that there were National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) rules and regulations that would prevent me from speaking with them 
about their lives and experiences. 
I was able to access the football players because I am astudent-athlete tutor and I 
work primarily with that group. I also had an easier time accessing fraternity members 
because I had done previous research focusing on fraternity members and I already had an 
interest in and knowledge about their group (King 2001). I chose to study junior and senior 
men because juniors and seniors would have been on campus long enough to thoroughly 
experience college life and group membership, more so than freshmen and sophomores. I 
also wanted to interview men that were deeply embedded in their group. Freshmen and 
sophomores may have later decided to withdraw from their all-male group, so in this way, 
the chances of these men remaining in their group until graduation were more likely. 
Almost all of the athletes were eager and excited to participate in this study. Many 
had seen me around as astudent-athlete tutor which may have impacted their willingness to 
become involved. I was told by astudent-athlete academic counselor that as long as I did not 
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give the athletes any sort of compensation (money) or interview them during tutoring hours, 
there was no problem with speaking to them. 
Gaining access to the fraternities was largely anon-issue. All of the men who agreed 
to participate .seemed enthusiastic about the study and appreciative of my willingness to 
venture to their fraternity houses, as a matter of convenience, to conduct the interviews. 
I originally chose to interview sixteen men but ended the interviewing process after 
speaking with. twelve men and reaching the point of saturation. The point of saturation is 
when you have spoken to enough people that you continually hear the same or similar 
answers and by interviewing additional people, you would be unlikely to learn anything new 
(Neuman 2000). To access the football players, I first asked athletes with whom I was 
familiar if they would participate, and then I not only consulted an updated roster for more 
names, but Icontacted astudent-athlete academic counselor who recommended junior and 
senior men tc► me. I included three minority men from the football team in this study. These 
men were included intentionally because the athletic team is multiracial and I wanted to 
make sure that those men's voices were heard. The fraternities that I used were primarily 
filled with Caucasian men, so exploring racial differences there would have been more 
difficult. 
The fraternity members were selected by recommendation. Icontacted the presidents 
of the largest:, most mainstream fraternities via email, and asked them to recommend a junior 
and senior male. I selected men this way because I presumed that fraternity presidents 
interacted the most with the members of the house and would therefore know the rnen that 
would be most available and likely to be interested in participating in this study. I also 
invited the fraternity presidents to participate if they so chase. 
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In the fall of 2002, I sent emails to the fraternity members and football players 
explaining the study and the interviewing process. I sent follow-up emails to those who did 
not respond. In the case of initial contacts that declined to participate (either due to 
graduation, tune commitments, or non-response after repeated attempts), I used a snowball 
sampling technique, where I asked them to suggest a fraternity member or teammate who 
might be interested in participating. A benefit of this method is that it is particularly useful 
when dealing with difficult-to-contact respondents (Hondagneu-Solelo 2001). One of the 
limitations of selecting athletes and fraternity members in this way is that this sample is not 
representative of all athletes or fraternity members. By contacting fraternity presidents, some 
of whom participated in the study, I may have accessed those members who were more 
invested in the group. By contacting football players who I tutored, I may have accessed 
athletes who were less invested academically (i.e., those who do not need tutoring may have 
done better academically than the men who sought tutoring). 
Interview Process 
After the fall of 2002, all respondents were contacted again by telephone and first 
interviews were scheduled. Between January 2003 and April 2003, I interviewed twelve 
junior and senior men, six of whom were fraternity members and six of whom were football 
players. The six fraternity members represented six different fraternities. 
Eaclr~ man was interviewed three times with the third interview acting as a wrap-up 
session to clarify or discuss, in more detail, any themes that I found when initially analyzing 
the data. The interview questions were semi-structured and arranged around the following 
themes: 1) identity, self-image, presentation of self, and boundaries; 2) juggling academics 
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with organizational activities (i.e. football practices or fraternity responsibilities); and 3) 
issues pertaining to wornen. 
All three interviews lasted an average of forty-five minutes and were scheduled no 
more than twc► weeks apart. I transcribed some of the interviews before scheduling and 
conducting the third interviews. This helped me develop themes that I wished to explore 
further. 
I interviewed the men either at their fraternity house, at their home, or in a study 
room at the library. The interviews were tape-recorded with the respondents' permission, 
and transcribed shortly after the interview was conducted. Detailed notes were taken during 
the interview. 
I transcribed each tape, printed a copy of each transcript, and kept awell-organized 
paper file of Motes and transcripts. I read through the transcripts and notes, and highlighted 
important po~~nts or reoccurring themes, jotting notes in the margins. I kept a running list of 
emerging or reoccurring themes and returned to the men in the third interview for 
clarification and expansion. After compiling thirty-six transcripts ranging from nine to 
twenty-five pages, I coded the information first by emergent themes, and second according to 
my research questions and relevant theoretical perspectives. 
Ensuring Confidentiality 
There were several issues that I considered during this research process. First, to 
comply with. Iowa State University's Human Subjects Review Board, and since many of the 
men I interviewed were considered high-profile, I employed pseudonyms as identifiers and 
was careful to eliminate any identifying markers, such as position on the team, hometown, or 
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specific fraternity. Corresponding with feminist methodology, I allowed the men to choose 
their own pseudonyms (Bloom 1998). 
In addition, each participant was presented with an informed consent form (see 
Appendix B) at the beginning of the interview. I described the nature of the study and the 
interview process, and made sure that each man understood that I would conduct three 
interviews with each of them. Each man signed a consent form and returned it to me. I 
provided a copy for the men to keep for their records. 
In order to ensure the confidentiality of the respondents, I transcribed the interviews 
myself. Cassette tapes, transcripts, and written notes were kept in a secure location at my 
home, and transcript data was saved on a zip disk that I kept with me at all times. I used 
initials and dates as identifiers on the transcripts and cassette tapes. I erased the cassette 
tapes after transcribing the interviews. 
Ethical C or~siderations 
Since I asked the men to give me information about potentially sensitive situations 
and experiences as well as to reveal private information about themselves and the men with 
whom they associate, I tried to make them feel comfortable during the interviews. I 
acknowledge; that, as a woman, I may have received responses different from what a male 
researcher might have received or different from what a football or fraternity insider might 
have received. 
As previous research suggests, I may not have gotten complete responses due to 
codes of silence which are understandings between group members that do not allow them to 
talk about certain secretive things to outside members of their group for fear of violating 
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group members' trust. In Curry's (1998) article, he states, "Most other athletes who witness 
or partake in such activities [alcohol abuse and aggression toward women] do not discuss 
them with outsiders ...." (213). And, one of the football players (J-Nova) in this study, 
confirmed my awareness that I would not get complete responses when I asked him if talking 
to me about football things was in any way a violation of the team norms or would any of his 
teammates be upset if they knew what we had talked about. His response was, "...if we went 
into some real deep detail yeah, they would probably be rnad." When I asked him why, he 
said, "Cuz that's like real deep personal business, FBI type things, top secret so...if they tell 
you [you] don't tell nobody and then [if] you just tell it out, it's just the whole circle of trust, 
[it is] just blown up." 
With an awareness that these codes of silence exist, I tried to promote comfort by 
expressing that I would not be surprised or offended by any of the men's responses because I 
had conducted many interviews prior to theirs. I also enlisted humor as a way to break the 
ice. 
Williams and Heikes (1993) point out that while men may speak differently to a male 
interviewer versus a female interviewer, men respondents tend to feel more comfortable 
revealing sensitive and vulnerable information to a female interviewer. Thus, the 
information I collected by interviewing men provides a necessary viewpoint on men's lives. 
Two other considerations for me were race and age. According to Irving Seidman 
(1998), the three-interview structure that I used helps with any racial tensions that might 
exist. He says, "The three-interview structure can mitigate tensions in...cross-racial 
interviewing relationships as well. By returning to the participant three times, an interviewer 
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has the opportunity to demonstrate respect, thoughtfulness, and interest in that individual, all 
of which can work toward ameliorating skepticism" (84). 
I believe that my age worked to my advantage. The football players and fraternity 
members were between the ages of 20-22. Since I was close in age and also a college 
student, I think: it made talking to me easier because we could all identify with the rigors of 
academics and college life. 
A final note regarding this study is that the goal of this research is not to generalize 
to a larger population; rather, the goals are to lay a foundation for others to build upon in the 
future and to fill a theoretical gap. 
Meeting the Guys 
In order for the reader to better understand the backgrounds of the men in this study, I 
am providing a brief introduction to the twelve men (see Appendix C). This introduction 
includes each man's demographics, family structure, and how he came to enter his particular 
fraternity or choose this midwestern university football team on which to participate. 
Peter is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 21-year-old college senior. He grew up 
in a small town in the Midwest and said that this environment allowed him to be involved in 
every sport and other activities within his school and community. He was raised in a middle-
class family and his parents are still married. Many men follow family members into the 
fraternity. Even though Peter's father and brother were not in the Greek system, his uncle 
and several of his brother's friends were. Peter's uncle felt that Peter's involvement in the 
fraternity would be a good way for him to become more involved on campus and more 
focused on a career path. 
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Steve is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 21-year-old college junior. His family 
is middle-class and he was raised in the Midwest along with his younger sister, younger 
brother, and older brother. Involved in "all those things" while in high school, he played 
basketball, ran cross-country, edited his school's newspaper, and was senior class president. 
A third generation student to this particular midwestern school, he said it was an easy 
decision for ham to choose to attend this university. He followed his older brother into the 
fraternity and explained that living in the fraternity with his brother was a good experience.. 
Mike is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 22-year-old college senior. He was very 
involved in his midwestern high school, acting as student body mayor and participating in 
community activities as well as football, wrestling, and golf. A member of the popular 
clique, Mike ,said that he would do almost anything, silly or stupid, to make people laugh and 
get to know or be involved with women. His middle-class family always went to football 
games at the :midwestern university that he eventually attended. Mike's father encouraged 
his older brother and him to go to a different school because he did not want them to feel 
pressured to attend the same school that he attended. Mike followed his older brother into 
the fraternity. His older sister was also involved in the Greek system but at a different 
un1 VerSlty. 
John is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 21-year-old college junior. Born in the 
Midwest into amiddle-class family, he has a brother that is three years older and a sister who 
is four years younger. For the first ten years of life, John tried to emulate his brother and 
now he says that his sister is doing the same, trying to emulate him. Like many of the other 
fraternity members, John was very involved in athletics and other activities during junior 
high and high school. He ran cross-country, played basketball and soccer, was on the student 
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council, wrote for the school newspaper, and was involved in service and volunteer 
organizations. His entire family, except one of his cousins, was Greek. His family, however, 
did not pressure him to join a house but they definitely encouraged him to look at the Greek 
system. 
Bob is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 21-year-old college junior. He is from a 
small town in the Midwest and grew up on a family farm with his parents and two younger 
sisters. His family is middle-class. He was extremely involved in ~ high school, playing 
football and golf, and was in virtually every activity that the school had. He was student 
body class president, involved in Boy Scouts, and spent his summer traveling around doing 
high-adventure scouting activities. Bob looked at a lot of schools before choosing a college 
to attend. He chose to join a fraternity because his dad and grandfather were also in 
fraternities. 
Mario is a Caucasian fraternity member and a 22-year-old college senior from the 
Midwest. He grew up in a large middle-to-upper-class family with four older brothers and 
two older sisters. He spent his time in school participating in few extracurricular activities. 
He played basketball and football in grade school but did not pursue them during high 
school. He was in the Russian Club in high school and was a competitive powerlifter. He 
spent a Iot of his free time riding 4-wheelers and snowmobiles. Mario planned to join the 
military after high school but did not want to be too far away from home. He wanted to go to 
college so he chose a school that was only an hour away and one that one of his brothers 
went to. He chose the fraternity because it was the same one that his brother was in. 
Sachel is a Caucasian football player and a 21-year-old college senior. Even though 
his family moved around a lot when he was younger, he says he is from the Midwest. He 
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lived in roughly five other states before settling on his grandfather's farm during his senior 
year. He considers his family middle-to-upper class. His pre-college activities were quite 
diverse. He played football, basketball, baseball, soccer, and golf. He also started 
kickboxing and was captain of the chess club. Sachel carne to the midwestern university not 
only to play football but because his dad graduated from there. He said that if he had it to do 
over again, he probably would have chosen a different school and he would have played 
soccer instead of football because it really is his favorite sport. He also has an older brother 
whom he said taught him a lot about diversity. 
J-Nova is an African American football player and a 20-year-old college junior. He 
started playing football when he was much younger and later participated in track and was on 
the men's volleyball team in his midwestern community. He was active in the African 
America History Club and the Latin Club and was in other school leadership organizations. 
His mother remarried when J-Nova was three years old and he has a brother that is older by 
five years. He spent a lot of time with cousins who became a "family clique" for him in 
school when he was growing up. He was also very close to his step-father. He chose his 
college based on what position he was able to play in football. ether schools were unwilling 
to give him the position that he wanted, plus, he liked the atmosphere, the coaches, the 
program, and. the town of the university that he chose. He said that he came for football, not 
for academics. 
Craig,► is a multiracial football player and a 21-year-old college senior. He grew up on 
the west coast in a middle-class family with his older brother and two younger sisters. His 
parents got divorced but remarried each other when he and his siblings were younger. He 
said that his older brother led the way for him. Football was Craig's main focus growing up. 
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He also lifted weights in the off-season to get bigger and stronger for football. He chose the 
midwestern university because of its conference and because he felt it was probably the most 
competitive level of football that he could ever play. He says he came to college for football, 
not for academics. 
Damio►n is an African American football player and a 20-year-old college junior. He 
grew up in thE; south central part of the United States in a middle-class family with one 
younger sister and two older sisters. He says he was always in the presence of women 
growing up because most of his cousins are women. He started playing basketball at age 
eight and then began playing baseball. He also ran track and was involved in other activities 
like National Honor Society and the Special Olympics in high school. Damion chose the 
midwestern university because his cousin, a professor there, invited him up far a visit while 
Damion was still in high school. After that visit, the college sent a recruiting letter to 
Damion to play football. He said that he really likes the environment at the school he chose. 
Don is a Caucasian football player and a 21-year-old college junior. He grew up in a 
middle-class family in the Midwest with an older sister and a younger sister. He played 
several sports growing up including football, basketball, and track. He said that he had more 
success in football and track than in basketball. Growing up, school always came first. He 
described being a member of a popular athletic clique and that once he began getting noticed 
for his football endeavors, his relationships with peers became strained. He chose the 
midwestern l~niversity because his football coaches in high school encouraged him to attend 
a few football camps there. He was offered scholarships at the end of the camps and later he 
made the decision to go there. 
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~omer~ is a Caucasian football player and a college senior (no age given). He grew 
up in the Midwest in what he considers an upper-class family. He has a younger sister who 
is a freshman in college and an older brother who has been in and out of school. Even 
though Homer was focused on football at a young age, he was also involved in track-and-
field, student ;government, and the Homecoming court in high school. He ended up at the 
midwestern university playing football because his dad was friends with the head coach. His 
dad played college football at another university where the head coach of the midwestern 
university used to attend. Homer was offered scholarships to attend the midwestern 
university, and he said that he feels really comfortable there. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIAL IDENTITY FORMATION 
Men's gender identity forms early in their childhood development, and "once 
established, is quite resistant to change" (Kessler and McKenna 1978: 9). With this in mind, 
men often use other individuals, normally other men, and other groups of individuals 
(women) to evaluate and re-evaluate themselves. Therefore, men position themselves 
relative to women and to other men during this evaluative and developmental process. 
The focus of this chapter is on men's identity prior to entering the college culture, 
specifically, future fraternity members and future football players' identity. In this chapter, I 
will explore how parents', siblings', and friends' influence helped shape the gender identities 
of these men .as well as how men who become football players differed, in junior high and 
high school ire terms of the activities they were involved in, from those who entered a 
fraternity. 
As mentioned earlier, a social identity is an identity that represents "the more public 
aspects of self ' (Howard and Hollander 1997: 95). Social identity theory helps inform how 
these men learned about the concept of masculinity from their parents, siblings and friends, 
and how they incorporated this concept into their self-and-social identities. This theory also 
helps explain how they positioned themselves relative to other types of groups (the "cool 
clique" or "tough crowd") as they went through junior high and high school. These 
interactions facilitated the formation of these men's social identity in terms of what it means 
to be a man and what is and is not masculine. Social identity refers to how an individual 
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thinks of himse-lf or herself within a social category. The primary social categories with 
which these men identified in their families were the categories of "male" and "son." 
Another important aspect of social identity theory is the idea that one's social identity 
within a social category places individuals in groups relative to other groups. Asocial 
category is comparative in that it helps an individual define his or her superiority or 
inferiority relative to another group and helps him or her identify what he or she is or is not. 
This will become more apparent as I discuss the men's relationship with what is feminine 
compared to their concept of what it means to be a man, and what is and is not okay for a 
man to do. 
In interviews with the men, I asked a series of questions related to issues of identity. 
First, with which parent did each man spend the most time and what did his mother and 
father teach hi.m about masculinity? Next, how did these men's siblings (each man had at 
least one sibling) influence their ideas of masculinity? Third, if and how did their friends 
influence their understanding of masculinity? Finally, what activities were the men involved 
in growing up? 
The first question about time spent with parents helped to establish who the men had 
more opportunity to learn about masculinity from, and how the men established an 
understanding of male-female dynamics. The responses were mixed as to the parent with 
whom each man spent the most time. Five of the twelve men reported that they spent more 
time with their mothers because their fathers worked and were not at home very often. 
Mario, a fraternity member, spent more time with his mom because: 
Well actually for the first I' d say thirteen or fourteen years of my life as I 
knew my dad he was an alcoholic so he spent most of his time in the 
garage drinking. 
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Three of the twelve mentioned that their time spent with both parents was fairly 
equal. Craig, a football player, stated: 
You know well my mom always took us to school but my dad was always 
there for, you know, spring events, he'd pick us up from practice, pretty 
much ~~hey were both raising me so it was pretty much equal but taking us 
to school was like the mom, taking us to practice, dad would pick us up, 
coach us.... 
The majority of the men were raised in households with traditional divisions of labor, 
mothers who were homemakers and fathers who had a career outside of the home. Still, a 
few of the twelve men, such as Craig above, saw turn-taking among their parents for 
transportation and child-care duties. However, Craig's dad took him to sports practices while 
his mother took him to school, which is a potentially less masculine activity. For Damion, a 
football player, his image of male and female roles was less traditional. He spent more time 
with his father because: 
He owns his own business and a lot of times, he's at home all the time 
because that's where he, he had a delivery service when I was younger but 
when I got to about age 12 he quit doing that so he could spend more time 
with me and my older sister cuz we were growing up. I started doing sports 
so he decided to do something that was just based out of the house. 
The men interviewed were asked how their fathers and mothers contributed to their 
understanding of masculinity. The overwhelming finding is that these men look up to and 
respect their fathers, using fathers as role models, while mothers' input toward masculinity 
was less important. There was not, however, an overarching theme that could be used to 
describe what all of these men learned from their fathers and mothers. 
Men often learn about masculinity and manhood, what it means to be a man, and 
what qualities a man should possess, from their fathers. Steve, a fraternity member, 
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described his father as, "straight-forward, plain-spoken, almost stoic." Steve explained that 
while he thought most young men might prefer to seek comfort from their mothers, he sought 
the advice of his father. He even recounted a recent conversation that he and his father had 
about what it meant to be a man: 
... my dad and I had a talk about this the other day, we were talking about 
positive male role models in society and how we didn't think that there 
were very many, you know even things from Homer Simpson to, you 
know ~~ve [tried] to think of the most positive one we could find on TV and 
it was Tim Allen from Home Improvement and even then he kinda was 
the bumbling dad...I think it has a lot to do with not trying to be this huge, 
bad ass man that just dominates his wife and children. I think the biggest 
part of being a man is just being responsible, owning up to your 
responsibilities in a sense. And that's I guess what my dad has tried to 
teach his sons. 
Peter, a fraternity member, expressed that his father taught him about having a good 
work ethic, being a perfectionist, and being tough. He shared about his father that: 
He got drafted for `Nam and everything... and it wasn't a big position that 
he did: but I figure...if he was man enough to go there, he's pretty tough to 
handle that, to leave your family and I think part of it is knowing when 
you're kind of defeated a little bit too, sacrifice what you want... and do 
what's best for the family. 
Other athletes and fraternity members shared character traits of their fathers using 
adjectives such as strong work ethic, tough, peaceful, laid-back, kind, and generous. J-Nova, 
a football player, shared about his step-father that: 
Well ... a lot of lecturing, he could lecture like all day and on every subject 
so as much as I hated it, I guess it helped out because he was really just 
talkie' about the real world... what you gotta look out for... and most of it 
was true... as far as him influencing me, I guess it was his words of 
wisdom... . 
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Mario, a fraternity member, subtly pointed out that there were certain things that you 
could talk to your father about but that you could not or should not talk to your mother about. 
He explained what he learned from his dad about masculinity: 
I guess I always found like Play Boys and shit around that my dad was 
hiding in the garage so I guess one way was like, that was a good thing 
was [to] look at naked women ... he always taught me to take responsibility 
for m}~ actions ...stand up for myself . . . we were from a Catholic family so 
gays and stuff like that were looked down upon so having a 
girlfriend...and me talking about sexual relationships was fine, it was 
always open between him and me but never my mom, I never talked about 
that with my mom... 
Not only does this illustrate what Mario Learned about masculinity from his father, but 
it also shows what he learned about the subordination and objectification of women —there 
are some things that you just do not talk to women about. Like Mario, all of these men had 
adult males to compare themselves to. They had other men to use as measuring rods to 
assess their own qualities and to evaluate themselves to .see how they compared in the realm 
of masculinity. These male influences, however, were not the only influence to which these 
men were exposed. 
In addition to their fathers' influence, the men were influenced by mothers on how 
men should and should not act. Several of the men attributed their etiquette and manners to 
their mothers' influence, while others mentioned that their mothers were responsible for 
pushing them in academics as well as teaching them domestic responsibilities. Mike, a 
fraternity mE;mber, said that his mother taught him, "domestic things such as cooking and 
laundry." 
Mothers were also in charge of helping their sons experience culture in the form of 
plays, operas, musicals, or museums as well as taking over disciplinarian duties and being 
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advisors to their sons. Homer, a football player, said that his mother was the disciplinarian, 
"...always spanking me if I did something wrong." Mario, a fraternity member's, mother 
offered him advice about women: 
. ..I never talked to my mom about shit like that... she always used to tell 
me th~lt fuckin' women were trouble, alI they do is cause you a lot of 
anguis:h, she always said that, she always looked out for me.....she always 
sees rrie as the baby so I don't know if that like, took away from my 
rnascu:linity a little bit cuz she still does it to me now . . . 
J-Nava, a football player, explained what his mother, a strong and independent 
woman, taught him: 
...just to be a man about handling my business, not really getting stepped 
on by you know everybody else, getting walked over and everything...I 
guess really watching her as far as, well she's an independent woman now 
but as far as growing up you know, she didn't really depend on my step-
father to you know do things for her, if she needed something done she 
would do it herself or if she had to go and do something, [she would] do 
lt.... 
From both parents, these men learned that respect and independence were important 
attributes. On many occasions, mothers wanted their sons to be sensitive, to be gentlemen, 
and not be too masculine. Fathers taught toughness, honesty, and how to stand up for your 
beliefs. 
Craig, a football player, said that his mother sent him contradictory messages: 
Your mom kinda teaches you how to treat women ...the softer side, what 
you should do, but she also lets you know don't be a softass, don't take no 
shit either...she tells you don't be too macho, be nice...show affection and 
stuff like that. 
Not only did parents instill strong notions of masculinity in these men, but their 
siblings also helped teach them key features of what it means to be a man. Within the status 
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of "brother," tr~ese men enacted the roles of "protector," and "role model." Many of these 
men described their siblings to me, particularly what type of men their brothers were. 
Steve, a fraternity member, described his older brother: 
[He has a] tough exterior...but inside he's the most resilient person I think 
I've ever met... very kind, very giving, but when it comes time to get 
something done and stand up for what he believes is right, there's no 
questicm for him. 
Steve's younger brother is what he calls: 
The biggest jock... [who] definitely has some weird views in terms of what 
it means to be a man. He's much more cold towards a lot of people 
because I think he thinks that's the way that men are supposed to be, not 
show emotion. 
Here, Steve indicates that he has an understanding that masculinity can appear in 
different ways. Then, Steve discusses how he relates to his younger sister and how she has 
contributed to his masculinity. He describes his little sister as "very emotionally mature for 
her age." But, even with that maturity, he feels that he has to protect her and that she does 
not get picked on because she has older brothers. It is a part of Steve's identity to be a 
protector for the women in his life. "I don't like the fact that she goes out to parties or goes 
on dates with these dirty boys...." So for Steve, his older brother has been a good role 
model, his younger brother falls into the traditional male stereotype, and his little sister is a 
female of whom he feels very protective. 
Several other men in the study echo this "protective" sentiment. They position 
themselves relative to the women in their lives —mothers and sisters. Damion, a football 
player, said: 
I was always around girls and my older sisters used to have sleep-overs 
all the time...I don't feel uncomfortable around women, I easily get along 
with them...I know like a ton of guys sometimes play them over and then 
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again, having three sisters you know, you don't want to, you know how 
your sister would be devastated if a dude would treat her bad so I ain't 
going to try to treat no girl that way either, always be honest and stuff and 
let them make their decisions. 
When asked if he felt protective of his sisters (even though all are older but one) he 
said: 
Oh yeah, yep, yep ...even though I' m supposed to be the younger brother 
but I' m the big younger brother so ...but both of my older sisters are 
married so I like my brother-in-laws... and even my little sister started 
talking on the phone with boys .. . . 
I asked Damion how he felt about his younger sister's actions and he responded, 
"Well I' m pretty cool with it if my dad is, I' m pretty sure he done give her the 4-11 on 
everything and I had the little talk with her... about guys and what they after...." 
This passage and the one before it illustrates that Damion views his identity as 
protector and that if he cannot be there to protect his sisters, then it is another man's job to 
take care of them. It is either the job of his brothers-in-law to watch out for his older sisters, 
or his dad's job to make sure his little si ster i s safe. 
Even when men had sisters, they often only spoke about their brothers and how they 
tried to emulate them. Both Craig, a football player, and John, a fraternity member, said that 
they tried to be like their older brothers. John, however, realized in sixth grade that he was a 
role model for his younger sister. He was the only one of the twelve men who mentioned 
that he played some role in his sister's life. 
Mario, a fraternity member, who has four older brothers and two older sisters, had 
many different styles to pattern himself after: 
All the boys in my family wanted to grow up to be like him [the oldest 
brother]. I don't know why, seemed like everything he did seemed so cool 
and seemed like he was all responsible and had his shit together...my 
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sisters...I don't even know...I really didn't know them...my [other 
brother] was like a rebel so the stuff he did always seemed funny. [Other 
brother] threw parties...there was always some...(he] always had a ton of 
girlfriends...he just seemed like [the brother] who knew how to talk to 
girls, that was his thing...he was a ladies man...and my [other brother] 
who is two years older than me, I hung out with him the most. . .he was 
more like all into sports. 
In Mario's case, he does not even discuss his sisters but he is able to talk about all of 
his brothers and how they influenced him. I suggest that he is able to do this because his 
brothers' influence is more central to him than his sisters' influence. He may also have been 
closer to his brothers because of the masculine bond that they shared that he lacked with his 
sisters. 
Some of the athletes who were more narrowly focused on their sports had siblings 
who were much different from them. These siblings helped show the men varying shades of 
masculinity. Homer, a football player, described his brother as "into the art thing but not into 
athletics," and said that they were not very close growing up. Homer also said about his 
brother: 
You know we've become a lot closer and I consider him a lot more of a 
friend than just a brother now...you know he taught me the other side of 
things ... where I was narrow [ly] focused into athletics, he' s a different 
type of person and how to respect that different type of person and that 
you know it's not only athletes that can, are good people just cuz that's the 
only people I know, it's other people... people who are into art, maybe 
people [who] are into music ...things like that but he influenced me ... [to] 
appreciate everyone for who they are. 
Another source of identity and one that closely follows the importance of family is 
peers. All of the men hold the identity of "friend" and spent time with a group of friends 
growing up. Men's friends' expectations of them and expectations of what a man should be 
certainly helped shape these men's identity. 
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Some themes about masculinity that the men gleaned from their friends are that it is 
important to work hard, be involved, be able to talk to girls, be involved in sports, drink, not 
be gay or feminine, not care how you look or dress, be tough, put on a facade that you had 
been with a woman, get bad grades, fight, get high, get in trouble, smoke, be a pimp, like cars 
and music, be loud, and do not be a wimp. According to these men's perceptions of what 
their friends thought, if you did not do these things or you went against the gender norms for 
their high school, you were not a real man. 
The men do not specifically talk about how they figured all of these things out except 
that if they participated in certain activities or did not participate in these activities, there 
were consequences. For example, J-Nova, a football player, spoke about his school activities 
and mentioned that he played on the men's club volleyball team. He said, "they used to tease 
me about playing volleyball so don't play volleyball in high school if you're a male, you can 
but you' 11 get talked about." He even mentioned that the school did not really support the 
men's volleyball team which implies that the school will support traditionally male sports 
like football or basketball and traditionally female sports like volleyball, but if you are on a 
men's club volleyball team, do not expect to get much support from the school. 
Steve, a fraternity member, also confirmed the idea that men learned from their 
friends what was masculine and what was not: 
A lot of guys think things like writing for the school newspaper or the 
school yearbook or being in school plays are not for guys to do, although 
myself and a couple other guys did write for the school newspaper but as 
far as school plays, you know it was three or four to one girls, always ... a 
couple of our rival schools had male cheerleaders but something like that 
would not have gone on in a whole lot of high schools...when we played 
[rival schools you definitely heard comments] ... without a doubt, I mean 
of course the obvious one is people are like oh well, he's gay [if a man is 
on the cheerleading squad] . 
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John, a fraternity member, also learned, in elementary school, what was and was not 
masculine: 
I sometimes would leave the playground where the whole soccer game 
stuff or basketball games [were] going on and I'd go just hang out with 
some girls for awhile and occasionally [I would catch] some slack for that. 
Sports were definitely the epitome of masculinity. All of the men mentioned playing 
sports as something that their friends thought was what men did; it was definitely the badge 
of masculinity. Even if you did not play sports, as long as you tried to play sports, then you 
were okay. Sachel, a football player, illustrated this point: 
I mean if you're a guy, if you couldn't play sports it was understandable, 
like if you didn't have a whole lot of talent but at least you tried, honestly 
when I was growing up that's what I kind of saw. 
Or, if you did not play "masculine" sports but you did something close to the 
masculine mainstream, like participate in martial arts, then that was acceptable. John, a 
fraternity member, said, "I only had one friend who didn't participate [in sports] and he was 
big into martial arts and that was close enough." 
Regarding participation in high school activities, Don, a football player, said that he 
was "forced" to be in drama, chorus, and swing choir by his mother but that since he was 
from a small school, he had some athlete buddies that were in these activities with him. He 
said that they just "sat in the back and messed around." So, activities that are typically not 
masculine can be participated in if they are seen as a joke and not taken seriously by other 
men . 
I have discussed the early development of masculinity as a social identity through the 
influences of parents, siblings, friends, and activities, pointing out that a salient concept is 
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"what does a man do or not do?" and "what is masculine or not masculine?" Next, I elaborate 
on how these men position themselves within their friendship groups relative to other groups. 
I asked the men if they considered themselves part of a clique. If they did consider 
themselves a member of a clique, what clique were they a part of, and if not, why did they 
not consider themselves part of a clique? 
Again, social identity theory says that the identities we hold are ones based on the 
types of activities in which we are involved, the memberships we maintain, and various 
character traits attributed to us based on interactions with others (Howard and Hollander 
1997). Social identities are important for individuals and help them situate and negotiate 
themselves within social categories. These categories are then used to help define and 
identify individuals (Turner 1982). 
When I asked the men about the types of friends they had growing up or if they were 
ever involved in a clique, they reported that they hung out with various identified "groups" of 
individuals such as the "cool kids," the "jocks," or the "popular crowd." These were 
important identifying markers of status for these men. Mario, a fraternity member, reported 
that he "hung out with the cool people, the trouble makers." For him, the trouble makers 
were the "cool kids." Getting into trouble and receiving bad grades is what made them cool. 
Craig, a football player, echoed Mario's statement by saying, "I was... you could probably 
notice us as like the tough guys ...like the trouble ones ...get suspended... cool, we were cool 
guys ... we weren't asses or nothin' ...can't say everybody liked us." But being "cool" and 
being "popular" was an important enhancement of self-esteem. John, a fraternity member, 
recognized that growing up, the "cool table" was the place to sit at lunch and he explained 
that he: 
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Didn't really feel like I was part [of that group] . . .but in eighth grade, I 
kind of had everything in order.. .like I was really good in school so I 
could hang out with these people and I was really good at sports and so, 
people showed me some respect ... . 
Several of the men also hung out in cliques. J-Nova, a football player, spent time in 
what he called a "family clique," because it was composed of several of his cousins and then 
a few friends that would consider "each other family." Peter, a fraternity member, Don, a 
football player, and Mike, a fraternity member, all said they were part of asports-related 
clique. 
Sachel, a football player, said that he was a big kid in 8th grade, 6' 2" and 200 pounds, 
so "everyone wanted to be your friend just for protection," and that he had "all sorts of 
friends. ..because I don't think diversity hurts you by any means.. . you don't want to have all 
the same friends or it gets kind of boring...." Some of the men, however, claimed not to 
want to be part of a clique. Damion, a football player, said that he: 
Never really bought into the whole clique thing [because he prides 
himself] on being different and [he figures] you know [ifJ you're trying to 
be like everybody else you know can't everybody else be great, somebody 
has to be above average.... 
And finally, Homer, a football player, described his situation of being let into a clique 
because of his football endeavors. Playing sports makes kids popular growing up. A transfer 
student from a Catholic school to a public school, Homer said: 
I was able to do pretty well my freshman year in football so then that 
opened the door where I had a bunch of football buddies, right off the bat 
and but that first year was tough, you know getting to know people and 
then by my sophomore year I petty much had, you know I would say 
probably 10 good buddies and I would say I would have been more in the 
athletic crowd, somewhat popular.... 
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These anecdotes illustrate how these men, prior to college, positioned themselves 
relative to others, other men and women, in junior high and high school. Some were part of 
the "cool crowd," while others were on the periphery of these cliques and learned acceptable 
and unacceptable "masculine" behaviors and appropriate and inappropriate "masculine" 
activities from other men. These men learned what characteristics afforded them high status 
and what characteristics were highly valued and rewarded among men. 
The social groups that these men were involved in prior to entering college not only 
helped them strengthen their understanding of masculinity, but also helped these men better 
identify themselves on social terms (Tajfel and Turner 1986). 
Related to this issue of social categorization is the discovery that the man who 
becomes a fraternity member is quite different from the man who becomes an athlete upon 
entering college. Even though these men share similar stories about how they came to 
understand what is socially desirable for men, they are different in their activities in junior 
high and high school and still different when they enter the college culture. For example, 
many of the men who became fraternity members were involved in athletics in junior high 
and high school as well as leadership positions such as serving on Student Council executive 
boards or in National Honor Society. Their athletics, however, did not carry over to the 
college level, nor were they expected to. Therefore, the men who became fraternity members 
joined a social organization that could help them continue with their academic and leadership 
pursuits. 
For the athletes, however, their social identity was well-rooted in athletics prior to 
college and it became more enhanced once they entered college. Many of the men who 
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became athletes were not as involved with leadership activities within their school such as 
the men who became fraternity members. 
For example, John, a fraternity member, told me he was involved in cross-country, 
basketball, and soccer as well as a service/volunteer organization, Student Council, and he 
wrote for the newspaper. Peter, a fraternity member, was involved in every sport because he 
was from a small town, as well as Future Farmers of America (FFA), 4-H, National Honor 
Society, and his church youth group. Peter's situation illustrates how the size of one's town 
can affect one's ability to participate in more activities. The smaller the town, the more 
likely it is that an individual can be involved in multiple things. Bob, a fraternity member, 
also from a small town, said that he played football, golf, and "was pretty much in everything 
in high school," including Boy Scouts, student body class president, and Future Homemakers 
of America (FHA). His participation in FHA was atypical and he admitted that he and his 
male peers realized quickly that it was predominantly an all-girl organization, but they 
enjoyed the activities, such as the speech competitions, that the association had to offer. 
The men who became football players in college all noted that they were involved in 
sports almost exclusively with the exception of Damion who was involved in National Honor 
Society and helped out with Special Olympics, and J-Nova who was not only in football, 
basketball, volleyball, and track, but was also in the Latin Club and on the drill team. 
The men who were multiply involved in high school activities and who later became 
fraternity members remained extremely involved once on campus. Those men who were 
minimally involved in high school activities except for heavy sports involvement and who 
later became athletes remained exclusively involved in athletics with no participation in 
anything but their football endeavors. 
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This demonstrates the centrality of these activities and the functions they serve for 
these men and their identity. These differing activities also begin to illustrate the different 
conception of masculinity that these men have formed. Athletics is "manly" and important to 
all of the men, yet those who later become fraternity members stress leadership and service 
as a component of their masculine imperatives. 
Consistent with social identity theory, these men participate in activities and remain 
in groups that provide something positive and enhance their self-and-group esteem (Tajfel 
1978; Brewer 2003). According to these men, both the football team and the fraternity have 
benefits for them. Involvement in athletics provides a sense of belonging and a feeling that 
one can handle almost anything, while involvement in the fraternity provides the opportunity 
for networking and resume building. 
Summary 
young men begin to shape their identity and self-concept with the help of role 
models, typically males, such as fathers, brothers, and peer groups. Their mothers also aid in 
developing their sense of masculinity in several ways. First, the majority of these men's 
mothers filled traditional gender roles which showed the men that women occupy a lower 
status and are Less powerful than men. Even when some mothers performed roles that were 
inconsistent with the gender role stereotypes for women, such as one football player's mother 
acting as a disciplinarian, these men still learned that they, as men, held a higher status than 
women within the gender hierarchy. Second, mothers contributed to the men's upbringing 
by teaching them etiquette, exposing them to culture, and stressing the importance of a good 
education. While these latter activities are over-ridden by concepts of a strong work ethic 
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and toughness that the men got from their fathers, all of these characteristics helped the men 
develop and provided a strong foundation for their identity formation. Likewise, siblings and 
peers helped these men solidify their notion of masculinity as did the acceptance or rejection 
of their choice to participate in various school activities such as sports or the school 
newspaper. 
The final point is that early on, these men, whose demographics are quite similar, still 
end up splitting off into different lifestyles and different spheres. In the next chapter, I will 
discuss the role and perceived accuracy of stereotypes and how they affect these men's self-
presentations, if and how these men attempt to discredit these stereotypes, group affiliation in 
terms of the clothing these men wear (do they wear their issued football gear or clothing with 
house letters?), how they maintain a particular image inside and outside of their group, the 
importance of their sport or fraternity to them, if and how their self-presentations and 
impression management abilities affect how they interact with someone they meet for the 




"All the world is a stage. And all the men and women merely players; They have 
their exits and their entrances; And one man in his time plays many parts. " 
--William Shakespeare (1564) 
The above quote illustrates the concept of dramaturgy, one of Erving Goffman's 
(1959; 1967) contributions to the Symbolic Interactionist perspective within social 
psychology. From this perspective, individuals' worlds are a stage, with audiences who view 
and judge performances, and "actors" who each have a part to play. 
Other concepts related to dramaturgy are impression management, and self-
presentation. Impression management refers to an awareness that not only are we evaluating 
others, but we are evaluated by others. We form impressions of other people just as they 
form impressions of us (Charon 1992). Impression management and self-presentations 
influence how we present ourselves to people we meet for the first time, and how we present 
ourselves in different social settings. 
The previous chapter discussed social identity formation and the foundations in men's 
lives that helped them form their social identity. For the athletes and fraternity members, 
these foundations consisted of family, friends, and school activities. By the time these men 
entered college, their social identities were rooted in such things as athletics (for the football 
players) and activities that involved leadership positions (for the fraternity members). The 
identity foundations these men developed prior to college help inform their "performances" 
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given previous social group memberships. For the men in this study, the transition from high 
school to college involved changing audiences. For instance, the audience grew from the 
high school culture, peer groups, and communities to an audience of classmates, "brothers," 
women, teammates, faculty and staff, coaches, and fans. 
Impression management and self-presentation are important for these men in a 
college environment. Stereotypes play a large role in these men's lives as well. A stereotype 
is, "a set of ideas based on distortion, exaggeration, and oversimplification that is applied to 
all members of a social category" (Shepard 2002: 247). These men are very conscious of 
what they believe others' thoughts are of them. For instance, when asked what stereotypes 
various groups (non-affiliated men, class instructors, women, and the media) held of him and 
his fraternity or fraternities in general, and whether or not these stereotypes were accurate, 
Steve replied: 
Well, it's been my experience that stereotypes start for a reason ...most of 
the time people don't go making stuff up for no reason so unless of course 
if you're going to subordinate an entire group you have to come up with 
an ideology so from some people, they may have a problem with the 
elitism of some fraternities or of the system as a whole so they have to 
come up with these ideas but for the most part I think a lot of [stereotypes] 
probably were factual at the time.... 
For fraternity members, common stereotypes from others as well as the media 
consisted of fraternity members being fat slobs, rich, elitist, preppy or alcoholics, men who 
always wear cargo pants and button down shirts, and men who get bad grades. The fraternity 
members explained that others imagine fraternities are like the Hollywood movies Animal 
House, Van Wilder, and Old School, that fraternities are wild, and that fraternity members are 
women molesters. The athletes in the study, on the other hand, explain that common 
stereotypes for them are that they are assholes, macho, dumb, stuck up, and "dawgs." People 
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believe that girls just flock to them, that they are trouble makers, privileged, tough, cocky, 
aggressive, poor students, meatheads, spoiled, on steroids, and that black athletes are 
intimidating. 
One fraternity member, John, when asked if he felt that the stereotypes were accurate 
of him or his group, said: 
On a decent amount of days, I would say that all [stereotypes are true], we 
have a decent range of people so we do have guys that are a little bit of a 
slob, we do have some guys that have some money... that's true across the 
board with whatever fraternity or sorority, sports team, Greek dorm or 
residence hall [that you are in].... 
Two of the athletes pointed out similarly that "one bad apple spoils the bunch," and 
that within a large team, there is likely to be at least someone who fulfills the stereotypes. 
Homer said: 
You know one bad apple on a team of 115 guys can ruin it all and so there 
are some bad stereotypes out there like you know maybe a guy who got 
caught with marijuana or stealing or something like that well then 
everybody thinks your football team's like that.... 
Some of the men felt like the stereotypes were never accurate, while some said that 
they fell into the stereotypes. Mario, a fraternity member, said for example, "[how accurate 
are they] of me, pretty good except for the whole rich boy thing, I'd say drinking wise yeah, 
that fits me pretty well...." 
Other men, aware of the stereotypes out there, go out of their way in efforts to debunk 
the myths or present themselves in a manner that is inconsistent with the stereotypes in order 
to gain a favorable impression from others. John, a fraternity member, replied, when asked if 
the stereotypes affected the way he presented himself: 
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Yeah I always like...I would never wear my letters out drinking, that's a 
rule a lot of houses have just because they know that one even if you're 
doing it responsibly and just having one [beer] people will associate things 
right away but beyond that as you're doing it, and becoming loud and 
crazy and it just reinforces [the stereotypes]...I do sometimes wonder 
when I do wear like .my Greek sweatshirt [or] something and go to class 
and haven't showered and you know, didn't get ready at all for class, I 
know that some people would think that [I am a slob] so I try not to do 
that as much as I can... any time the letters are associated with you you 
know that you're going to be judged as a Greek.... 
Peter, a fraternity member, said: 
I guess like the way I kinda present myself, part of why I don't say where 
I live until somebody asks [is] because I don't want to get, I feel like I 
might get stereotyped and somebody may feel that I might not put my 
efforts in because I' m in a fraternity, like my effort academically or 
whatever, so I don't want to say until they ask, cuz I think they may have 
just some pre-determined judgment about [me] but I expect that, I guess I 
don't really care about it. 
Mike, a fraternity member, said: 
Yeah, sometimes I... I' m very proud to be a member of the fraternity but 
sometimes you catch yourself saying well um, I want to be an example of 
how this is supposed to be done the right way or I want my fraternity to be 
an example of the positive things we do and not make the news for date 
rape drugs or something like that... so maybe we try a little bit harder... . 
J-Nova, a football player, said: 
... I' 11 try and... go out of my way to you know just be an average human 
just like everybody else so they won't have to think about the stereotypes 
and stuff like that, just try and present myself and represent black athletes 
as far as you know... [be] as positive as I can. 
And Sachel, a football player, said: 
Yes ... I try to make people realize that if they had a bad relationship with a 
football player or the only football player they know is a complete jerk 
that there are good guys out there that play football or play basketball or 
play whatever, I mean, not all of us are bad guys and that but at the same 
time there are you, you kinda warn, I don't know like especially like some 
of the girls that are like oh, I' m interested in this guy... and I' m like no, 
that's not someone you want to be interested in.... 
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All of these examples illustrate these men's personal missions to change negative 
stereotypes. They are aware of the bad images that others have of them or of members of 
their group and therefore, they modify their actions to portray a different image. This is both 
consistent with social identity theory in that in-group members strive to maintain a positive 
in-group identity (Brewer 2003), and dramaturgy in that the men influence the impressions 
others form of their group by consciously acting in ways to improve others' perceptions of 
them. However, several of the men said that they did nothing to try and change the 
stereotypes or change the way they acted in lieu of the stereotypes that they heard about 
fraternity members or football players. Conversely, some of the men made contradictory 
statements, saying that they presented themselves differently but that they did not care about 
the stereotypes or what people thought of them or their group. Don, a football player, said: 
Yeah, I mean ...I don't let people know I' m a football player unless they 
ask, granted if I wore my jacket then they're probably going to pick up on 
that, it's not that hard but like when I'm back home [with] people that 
don't know me [or] when ~ I'm hanging out with friends from another 
college, I don't say anything and they put it together or they find out from 
somebody else so it's not like I' m going to say it, if they ask me I' 11 tell 
them but... [Do you try to I guess sort of debunk the stereotypes ever, any 
of them ?] No, I really don't care, I let people think what they want. 
I suggest that the men who made contradictory statements did so because they wanted 
to appear unaffected by what others thought of them. According to Kaufman (1994), men 
experience a combination of power and pain within their lives. They experience feelings and 
needs that they are socialized not to express in order to appear tough and to stay in control. 
The men in this study wanted to appear tough, like they did not care, when in actuality, they 
were cognizant and concerned about what others thought of them. 
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The media, according to these men, was the driving agent that planted, maintained, 
and advanced the stereotypes. Many of the men were unsure whether groups like class 
instructors, women, or non-affiliated men actually created new stereotypes or whether, 
instead, they perpetuated existing stereotypes. All of the men, however, were able to 
pinpoint situations where the media -television, movies, and newspapers -only focused on 
bad events and sometimes unfairly targeted certain individuals. According to Craig, a 
football player: 
... [the media] ...they're always trying to break someone down you know, 
they like to throw you in the media and say everything you did wrong, you 
know [like if I] go out and get in a fight and kick someone's ass and get 
arrested... it' d be all up in the paper because I' m an athlete but if someone 
else did it they wouldn't be in the paper. I think if they're going to do it 
[not put others in the paper] for everybody else then just keep us out of the 
paper too because they're just breaking us down. 
All of these examples relate to the men's understanding of what it takes to farm a 
good impression. It takes acting the opposite of the negative aspects of the stereotypes. If 
you want women to like you, do not be a womanizer. If you want class instructors to like 
you, do not come late to class, fall asleep in class, or fail exams. If you want everyone else to 
like you, just be a nice guy and set a good example. These are all important aspects of the 
characters that these men play on stage, and these aspects relate to how the men present 
themselves and what impressions they want others to form of them. 
In addition, these men consciously affiliate themselves with their group or de-affiliate 
from their group based on their clothing preferences. Some men want others to know they 
are a member of the athletic team or a member of a fraternity, while others work very hard to 
have the larger population like them for who they are, not for their group affiliation. This 
67 
conscious activity, relating to dramaturgy, illustrates the men's costume choice and their 
awareness of an audience. 
Don, a football player, recognizes that when he wears his letter jacket, it identifies 
hirn as an athlete right away. He also attributes that identification to his larger size so even 
though his jacket does not specifically say what team he is on, people can clearly tell. But 
Sachel, another football player, has never worn his letter jacket because he feels like others 
will think he is showing off. Some of the athletes wear their issued gear, not because of the 
pride associated with being identified as a member of the team, but because they receive a lot 
of it, it is free, and it is clean. 
These two examples suggest that the men whose identity is more salient to their sport 
may be more likely to wear clothing that identifies them and feel a sense of pride in being 
identified as an athlete, while the men whose identity is more diverse and who wish to be 
seen as "just like the rest of them," may go to greater lengths not to wear identifying markers 
that would place them in the category of "athlete." There are exceptions, however. 
One football player, Homer, explained that he frowned upon teammates who wore issued 
gear. He acknowledged that some teammates liked people knowing who they were but that 
he was the opposite. He said: 
I don't like being bothered with all the questions about it [football] ...you 
know I want to get at, I want to get away from it...I' m around it all day 
and with my teammates and the media. When I go to class, I really don't 
want to be around it or have people ask me [about it]. 
Homer's desire not to be recognized may correspond with his high-profile status. He 
is often in the limelight, but wishes to remain humble and grounded. Alternatively, many of 
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the fraternity members wear their letters because of the pride they feel in being affiliated with 
the group. Mike, a fraternity member, said: 
... if you're involved with it, you should be happy to be involved with 
it.. .if I was afraid to say where I lived or what I was involved in then I 
probably shouldn't be wearing [the letters], or I shouldn't be involved with 
[the fraternity]. . .. 
What these examples suggest is that perhaps the athletes want to show that they are 
more than " j ust a football player;" therefore, they must be more concerned with their 
impression management. The fraternity members, however, may be less concerned with 
their impression management because a fraternity member is often respected, regardless, for 
playing that role on campus in leadership positions, or in the classroom as students. 
The men may also recognize the importance of maintaining a particular image as a 
member of a fraternity or an athletic team. According to Tedeschi and Norman (1985), self-
presentations are important because they evoke a certain image of oneself in the eyes of 
others. The men, whether consciously or subconsciously, seem to be aware of this. Steve, a 
fraternity member, said that it is important for him to be well-respected in the fraternity, to be 
responsible, and to be a good role model so he tries to implement those ideals into his 
everyday behavior to evoke that image from others. Bob, also a fraternity member, tries to 
emulate older fraternity brothers by being active on campus, and Mike, Peter, and John, all 
fraternity members, do the same by staying involved, getting good grades, and setting a good 
example for others. The exception is Mario, a fraternity member, who says that he did not 
really participate much in house activities and did not feel that it was important to maintain 
any type of image. 
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Sachel, a football player, felt that it was important to maintain an image because the 
stereotype is that football players are big, so he is very aware of his size and tries to maintain 
his size even though he does not want anyone to get a false image of him as "just an athlete." 
He prefers that people talk to him, not because he is an athlete, but because he is a nice guy 
and a person who is friendly, easy to talk to, and easy to approach. His personal identity and 
personal self-image are different than the image that he perceives other athletes to have. J- 
Hova, a football player, echoes this by saying that it is important to him to remain positive 
and friendly, and to always be consistent with those behaviors. 
These examples suggest that again, the athletes' high-profile status may contribute to 
their concern for impression management, because fans and non-affiliated men have ideas of 
what a football player is and what a football player is like. The athletes understand this and 
therefore, choose how to present themselves accordingly. 
On the other hand, not only do men have to manage their impressions with others 
outside of their group, but they have to manage their impressions within their group. Homer, 
a football player, says that maintaining a specific image is very important to team unity. 
...you always gotta keep in the back of your mind that you've got to be a 
leader even in down times or let's say on a hot day and you really don't 
want to practice but you gotta put on you know kind of a, I wouldn't say 
fake but you know you gotta go out there and stay positive with 
everything and act like you want to be there so the younger guys come 
along with you and follow you so yeah that type of identity where you 
gotta be kind of a leader, I would say even kind of a tough guy especially 
you know in big games when you get down by a couple points you gotta 
be strong. 
This illustrates Homer's awareness of the impressions younger teammates may form 
of him. He feels that he has to exhibit toughness and leadership abilities so that younger 
guys will follow him. 
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Football players, then, seemed to fall into one of three categories with regard to their 
level of concern about self-presentations. Some athletes were concerned about what others 
thought of them and managed their impressions by acting tough, looking big, motivating the 
team, or wearing clothing that clearly identified them. Others were athletes who wanted to 
be treated like a normal human being and so they went to great lengths to appear as "normal" 
as they could. Or, they were athletes who did not seem to care what others thought of them 
and claimed not to do anything in particular to manage their impressions. 
Darnion and Craig, both football players, felt that they did not do anything in 
particular to maintain their image. Damion said, "well it's just important for me, I mean 
growing up I was always taught that you know you're a person first and then a football 
player or a student first and then a football player...." This suggests that for Damion, his 
identity is not solely situated in athletics and neither is his self-image. He does not require 
others to view him as an athlete as much as they view him as a person or a student. 
The men and I also discussed the importance of their sport or fraternity to them. I 
asked them if it was something they were just a member of or whether it was more central to 
their identity. Several of the men, both athletes and fraternity members, said that they were 
their sport or they were their fraternity ("I am a football player," not "I play football"). Don, 
a football player, wondered how football could not be his life since he devoted so much time 
to it. An ex-girlfriend of Don's once commented that he let football define him, but he 
disagreed. He said, "She doesn't know the situation that I' m in cuz three-and-a-half years 
ago I signed on a dotted line that said for the next five years I was property of [university 
name]." Could it be that the longer someone is affiliated with something, the more it 
becomes salient to their identity? This would coincide with the athletes because they 
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typically begin playing at a very young age and never really stop playing, while the fraternity 
members join a house at an older age, once in college, and leave it when they graduate. 
Consistent with this logic, Craig, a football player, said: 
It's probably who I am because I've been playing it for so long. I've been 
playing it since I was 7, every year, so it's basically who I am, this is my 
last year of football and you know it's probably, in the next years I' 11 find 
out how different it is cuz the last fourteen years basically you know when 
August .came around basically football was around all the way [until 
about] January, so I mean it's basically who I was growing up. 
Homer, a football player, said: 
That's who I am...ever since I can remember that's been a huge, the 
biggest part of my life besides God, family, and then football so it's a part 
of who I am and it will be part of my life for the rest of my life and that's 
just what I do. 
I argue that the men who feel that they are just a member of their team or house, as in, 
it something in which they participate, but it does not define them or consume their entire 
identity, are the same men who work hard to present themselves as "just guys," or as men 
who are "ordinary" just like everyone else. This presentation is a different one from the one 
that men who feel their group defines them would display. For example, Sachel, a football 
player, made it very clear to me that football was not who he was. He also said multiple 
times throughout his interview, that he was a "nice guy" and "just your average Joe." He is 
making distinctions from the men who would say, "I am a football player" or "I am a 
fraternity member." 
Some of .the men, however, felt that their sport or fraternity was both who they were 
and something they were a member of while still others claimed that their sport or fraternity 
was strictly something that they did. Mario, a fraternity member, believed that it was 
something he did saying that, "I don't think I would have been a... different person if I 
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woulda lived in the dorms or in the house." And Damion, a football player, recognized that 
he was not going to be able to play football forever; once college was finished, so was his 
football career. 
The implications of this mentality, "I am a fraternity member," or "I am a football 
player," may be that these individuals are more likely to defend the boundaries between their 
group and outsiders. There is more group cohesion for men with such a solid in-group 
identity. The men who simply "play football," or "live in a fraternity" may be less likely to 
get defensive if someone makes derogatory comments about football players or fraternities 
and they may be less likely to draw rigid boundaries between themselves and others. 
Presentation of self is also important in cultivating new relationships. These men are 
aware that group stereotypes shape how women and other men think of them when meeting 
them for the first time. When asked what image the men believe women have of them, 
almost all of them reverted back to group stereotypes to explain their perceptions. The men 
explained that they hoped women had a different view of them as individuals than they did of 
men as members of the football team or Greek organization. For example, Don, a football 
player, said: 
... me personally, I' m just a guy. I' m not going to go out and hit on girls 
all night long...I'm more shy...but [the women think of football players] 
that we're just trying to get them in bed and if you're talking to them oh 
you're just, you can't be nice, you're just a football player that's looking 
for a piece of ass. 
Sachel, a football player, also points out that the stereotypes that women have about 
football players can sometimes hinder a man's ability to form relationships with them. 
... whenever I meet a girl the first thing I don't say is yeah, I play football 
because I think that's absolutely ridiculous and 99% of the guys...that's 
the first thing that comes out of his mouth, I play football for [university 
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name] ...75% [of the women] see [the football players] as a piece of meat 
and something that is, makes them look better and then there's 25% that 
don't really give a flying crap and know that, I' m sorry, but the majority 
of our guys on the football team [who] are having to deal with women are 
not real mature because they can get a lot of girls and...they cheat on their 
girlfriends or they're not good to them, they're not nice to them, they 
don't, you know what I' m saying, it's just like eh, whoever wants to talk 
to me at the time or whatever I' m interested in ... . 
The last topic that I raised with the men is how they present themselves differently to 
men and women. Almost all of the men said that when they are meeting someone for the 
first time, they try to act polite and friendly. Steve, a fraternity member, looks people in the 
eye and shakes their hand. Bob, a fraternity member, said that he likes to see where a person 
is coming from when he meets him or her for the first time, which suggests that he presents 
himself differently in attempts to manage others' impressions of him. Mike, a fraternity 
member, said that now he is working on graduate school applications and so he tries to 
appear intelligent and easy to approach. He said that a guy recently told him that he had a 
good head on his shoulders and that he had good relation skills, so Mike's presentation of 
self and performance elicited the desired response. 
John, a fraternity member, tries to be on the conservative side and use correct 
etiquette. Mario, a fraternity member, said that he likes to be full of energy because people 
sometimes think that he has a bad attitude, does not care, or is really hard because of the 
number of tattoos that he has. In Mario's case, his outward appearance may cause people to 
form impressions about him too quickly so he feels that he has to work extra hard with his 
attitude and presentation to change those impressions. 
Homer, a football player, said that he tries to be nice because, "you never know if 
you're ever going to see that person again." And J-Nova, a football player, caters to the 
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situation he is in. If he is at a party and meeting people for the first time, then he is likely to 
be loud and have his presence known. His main goal is to make people laugh. 
Almost all of the men said that when they meet a male for the first time, their 
presentation of self is different than. when they meet a female for the first time. Many 
explained that when they meet a man for the first time, they do not try as hard or they are less 
conscientious of their manners. This suggests that the relationship they hope to form with the 
male is different than the relationship that they hope to form with the female. Don, a football 
player, explained: 
.. . with a guy, if he remembers you, yay, if he doesn't, who cares, but with 
a girl, if you see a girl that you want to talk [to], I mean she looks 
good... you want to say something she' d remember, you want to try and be 
a little bit more funny maybe, or just, what do you say... put the moves on 
her.. . with a guy it's much more relaxed, I meet somebody, I hang out with 
them, if they're cool, then hey, that's a friend but no big deal if they don't 
[want to hang out] . 
Some men expressed that they would be nicer to a woman and that they were a little 
shyer around women or in situations where they were meeting a woman for the first time. 
Mario, a fraternity member, said that he would ask a woman more questions about herself 
rather than talk about himself or what is going on with him. J-Nova, a football player, said 
that when he is around men, his "manly" character comes out; he is a lazier guy, while Craig, 
a football player, said that he is tougher around men than he is around women. 
Steve, a fraternity member, expressed how and why he treats women differently when 
he meets them for the first time. 
I'm nicer to women, but that's not saying, well I'm nice just because I 
want to get in their pants or whatever...I'm nicer just because I think you 
should treat ladies differently you know if there's a guy coming up, I'm 
not going to go up and be all, I'd use the word flirtatious but that's 
probably not right, you know if it's a guy I' 11 be all grrr, maybe but if it's a 
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lady, [I would] probably [be] a little more soft...the things I'll talk about 
are much different, I definitely wouldn't use like obscenities or any swear 
words or anything like that.... 
These examples illustrate that not only are presentations of self, impression 
management, and the audience important to these men, but that there are clearly boundaries 
being placed around what is appropriate or inappropriate behavior for men around women. 
Summary 
In this chapter, I have discussed that stereotypes are an important factor in these 
men's lives. The men are aware of the stereotypes and react to them by either going along 
with the stereotypes, or working to change the stereotypes in order to maintain their status as 
members of an in-group as well as to maintain the in-group's status overall. Next, I 
discussed self-presentations in the form of clothing choices as well as the ways in which 
these men interact with people that they meet for the first time. These interactions were 
important to the men, because like everyone, these men wanted others to view them as 
friendly and capable individuals. Finally, I talked about the importance of interactions with 
women. Many of these men see women as potential love interests and therefore, treat them 
differently than they would other men. This behavior not only seeks to enhance women's 
image of them, but also illustrates how these men position themselves relative to women. 
Women are not seen as equals in this regard, but are seen as less than. 
Both chapters five and six help to inform the findings in chapter seven about 
boundaries. In chapter seven, I discuss how hegemonic masculinity imperatives contribute to 
the formation of in-group and out-group boundaries, as well as how each group interacts with 
other men and with women. Within these interactions, there is the potential for physical 
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confrontation, which typically occurs when football players and fraternity members overlap 
in physical space or when women permeate these boundaries. Stereotypes, again, contribute 




In chapter six, I introduced a discussion about boundary construction, maintenance, 
and negotiation. The underlying factors here are the concepts of hegemonic masculinity and 
the development of in-groups and out-groups. 
Hegemonic masculinity, typically within a heterosexual context, is a socially 
constructed type of masculinity that often stresses aggressiveness, dominance, and control. It 
is the type of masculinity that emphasizes the separation of men from what is feminine 
(Connell 2000). Heterosexual men continuously vie for status positions and superiority 
among other men and women within gender hierarchies. They are often in competition and 
constantly negotiating their position as men among other groups of men. 
Social categories are what facilitate in-group and out-group behavior. Social 
categories allow people to situate themselves within a group relative to some other group. 
This helps individuals include or exclude themselves from that other group (Turner 1982). 
For instance, fraternity members share a social group affiliation with other fraternity 
members. Similarly, football players share a social group affiliation as football players with 
other football players. As members of their respective groups, fraternity members and 
football players seek to maintain positive group status. They do this, in part, by identifying 
with aspects of the group that are regarded as distinctive and of high status. They may also 
maintain status by comparing their own group to other male groups. 
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These groups will likely come into contact with one another on the, college campus. 
Each group and its members will want to maintain a positive identity and status (Tajfel and 
Turner 1986) in relation to the "other." These groups will also assess their positions relative 
to other comparison groups, including other groups of men and women. Next, I will discuss 
how the men I interviewed engaged in boundary construction, maintenance, and negotiation 
between each other and among other men and women. 
Boundaries Between Fraternity Members/Football Players and "Other" Men 
One of the ways I investigated how fraternity members and football players viewed 
boundaries between their own group and other groups, was to ask them who their friends 
were on campus. 
Don, a football player, summed up the sentiments of many of the football players: 
[I hang out with] primarily football players... when you hang out, when 
you're around guys as much as we are, that's just kind of how it happens, I 
mean we practice for two weeks straight together, and we live together in 
a hotel for two weeks straight and then we get into the dorms and we're so 
busy that our schedule is the same and everybody else's is pretty different 
so you, and you get to know a few people on your floor but primarily 
through football. 
Sachel, a football player, echoed Don's response by saying: 
...I guess a lot of my real close friends are probably football players just 
because you spend so much frickin' time with them. I mean it's like, it's 
like a full time job by the time you get done lifting and go to practice, 
you've spent like 7-8 hours every day, so you spend 8 hours with this 
person, and I mean you get to know people, and I mean honestly our team 
is pretty close-knit. 
J-Nova, a football player, agrees that he spends time with teammates but he went on 
to explain that he has a few friends that are "regular" students and the more he thinks about 
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them being regular students and how much fun they have, the more he wishes he could be a 
regular student, too. This statement illustrates that the men who spend all or most of their 
time with teammates do not get the chance to see what life outside of football is really like 
unless they have developed friendships with non-athletes. Their in-group membership, in 
this situation, is very intense and consuming. 
The fraternity members are similar to the football players in that they primarily spend 
their time with members of their own house or with Greeks in general. Steve, a fraternity 
member, said: 
My friends on campus are almost exclusively Greeks. Um...more to the 
point, almost exclusively in this house, my best friend in the whole entire 
world and I don't see how that could change a whole lot after I graduate is 
in the house right now and one of my other real good friends is in the 
fraternity right next door. 
Mike, a fraternity member, said: 
All Greek friends plus some from home...I'd say pretty much all of my 
friends are, not within this house, but I would say they're Greek...I have 
very few [friends] outside the Greek organization... 
Primarily, football players spend time with other football players, and fraternity 
members spend time with other fraternity members. Because these men spend the majority 
of their time with other in-group members, boundaries of masculinity between their in-group 
and other out-groups are strengthened and maintained. 
The next topic I discussed with the men is whether there were groups on campus with 
whom they would prefer not to associate, and if so, which ones? The responses were 
interesting. Four of the six football players mentioned fraternities first when asked this 
question. I suggest that several of the football players readily mentioned fraternities as a 
group with whom they would rather not associate because they see the fraternities as the 
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most relevant out-group. This means that of all the groups on campus, fraternities are the 
group with whom the football players compete for status because fraternities are the next 
most visible homosocial group of men to which football players can compare themselves. 
Football players also describe fraternity members as "preppy," or "gay," and this makes them 
a group with whom football players would not wish to associate because of their desire to 
distance themselves from homosexuality. One of the football players, Sachel, illustrates this 
by naming the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender group on campus as one group with 
whom he would not associate or join because "I feel to an extent that a club like that [lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, and transgender] tries to make other people feel sorry [for] them and they need 
special rights because I don't go around and prance the fact that I make out with a girl...." 
The fraternity members were mixed in their responses to this question. Two of the 
six were indifferent, two of the remaining four said they would rather not associate with or 
did not like other fraternities within the Greek organization due to long-standing rivalries, 
one fraternity member mentioned the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender group on 
campus due to religious beliefs, and one fraternity member mentioned both the student body 
government because they "think too much of themselves" and athletics as groups with whom 
he would rather not associate or would not join because "it's kind of a way of life." 
Both groups, football players and fraternity members, could readily identify those 
with whom they would and would not associate. By choosing not to associate with a certain 
group, the men strengthen their in-group boundaries. I also suggest the reason that fraternity 
members do not mention athletic teams as groups with whom they would not associate is 
because they are involved in so many different activities. And, because they have other 
fraternity houses that are viewed as groups most similar to them, fraternity members would 
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not see the football team as much of a threat. The football team, however, does not have a 
similar reference group on campus. Even though there are other male athletic teams on 
campus, the football team is probably the most highly valued, highly visible, and largest team 
on campus. With this in mind, the next closest reference group for the football team is 
fraternities. The football players' dissatisfaction with fraternities demonstrates boundary 
maintenance between men and helps us understand why football players would more readily 
mention fraternities as groups with whom they would not associate. The men who would not 
join or do not like the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender group on campus are defining 
their masculinity relative to what is considered not masculine (feminine). This is consistent 
with the common imperatives of hegemonic masculinity among heterosexual college men 
(Addelston and Stirrat 1996). 
J-Nova, a football player, provided a list of responses to the question of groups with 
whom he would rather not associate. He is an African American athlete and the only one to 
mention race in the interview: 
When I first got here like I used to hear like the basketball players didn't 
really get along with the football players ...but there were a few basketball 
players that are real cool cuz my cousin played at [university name] and 
they knew about him and everything... [also] the Black African American 
and minority population I guess...non-athletic, just regular students, I've 
heard that they don't like the football players, the black football players on 
the team... [Have you heard why ?J ...I guess cuz we get all the 
girls... [UVhat girls do they think you get?J...They think we get all the white 
girls ...there are a few black girls that get taken up too, but yea, I heard 
they don't like us...I guess it's more...black students and the black 
fraternities are closer than the black football, black athletes ... so we' 11 say, 
fraternity, black fraternities and black students are on one side and black 
athletes are on this side. 
J-Hova's quote demonstrates the negotiations between in-group and out-group 
members. The athletes, as a whole, are one group situated relative to the black fraternities 
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and black student population. J-Nova also mentioned the social category of women that is 
positioned inferior to these other groups of men because the men can "get" and "take" them. 
J-Hova's response points to another dynamic that is beyond the scope of this study 
but that should be explored in the future, the interplay between the subgroups of athletes and 
fraternity members, and race. 
Boundaries Between Fraternity Members and Football Players 
The next topic I covered relating to boundary issues was how the fraternity members 
felt about football players and how the football players felt about fraternity members. Some 
of the responses brought me back to my discussion in an earlier chapter about stereotypes. I 
wanted to find out more about the feelings that each group had about the other and why the 
two groups often butted heads. 
Interestingly, the football players were more inclined to give a list or an explanation 
of what they thought about fraternity members and provide negative viewpoints instead of 
positive ones. For example Homer, a football player, said, "There's a couple frat houses that 
I really don't like... you know the big parties and stuff they throw and we've tried to get in 
there a couple times and we've gotten into some trouble...." Damion, a football player, said, 
"Fraternities...some of them, I mean some guys, it just seems like all the time the fraternity 
guys are [badmouthing] athletes like the football players and stuff...." 
Sachel, a football player, points out the root of my argument that fraternity members 
and football players do not get along because of issues of status, power, and privilege: 
...I would say in general football and frats don't get along. 
[Why?]...because fraternities kind of see themselves I think a little bit as 
better than people and football people see themselves as better than people 
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and so when they get together it's just not a good thing, they both butt 
heads .. . 
Don, a football player, was indifferent about fraternities. He had a relative that was in 
a fraternity, but that did not keep him from sharing the perceptions that he had of fraternity 
members 
... do I get along with a couple of them [fraternity members]? Yeah . ..I 
know a few of them but they definitely have their characteristics and 
stereotypes too....I have had a cousin that was here, a fraternity member a 
long time ago before I, he graduated before I was even out of high school, 
I mean he always said that the football players and them didn't mix 
because the fraternity guys always thought that the football players were 
taking the girls away from them... 
While the football players listed the negatives of the fraternities, the fraternity 
members tended to provide positive viewpoints of athletes. Steve, a fraternity member, takes 
the position of a fan when he talks about his views of football players: 
Mostly positive [feelings about football players] ...I can't think of too 
many things people gripe about, I mean they' 11 gripe like why didn't so 
and so catch that ball but it's not like anything like well I hate the way so 
and so was acting at a party or stuff like that... 
Although he did go on to say: 
...I know some guys, and even some ladies at the [recreation center] kind 
of resent the football players for the way they hit on girls all the time it 
seems like. 
Bob, a fraternity member, acknowledged the difficulties football players face when 
trying to juggle athletics and academics: 
I have a pretty good impression [of football players] . I know a couple, not 
very many of them...I think it would be tough to go to college and do 
both, be playing a varsity sport and taking classes...I've got a pretty high 
regard for them and what they do. 
84 
John, a fraternity member, expressed his thoughts about football players by prefacing 
that he does not want to lump them into one category: 
Um...they're definitely, definitely a different category...I don't want to 
group the entire group but a lot of them I say, well some are here not for 
school but just for football, I don't want to over generalize, I wouldn't 
guess them to be as smart as others although I' m sure there are 
exceptions...I wouldn't tell it to their faces though. [Why is 
that?] ...they're big guys. 
Some of the football players mentioned a dislike for fraternity members but then, went 
on to say that once they had contact with the fraternity members and got to know guys in the 
house, it improved the relationship between them. J-Hova and Damion, both football 
players, explain instances like this. J-Hova said: 
Before we attended this frat party last semester, um, I heard about like that 
frat boys don't like football players no matter what color they were and 
you know we weren't allowed to any of their parties so I didn't really, you 
know they were cool whatever cuz I had met some of them in class, they 
were petty cool and all ...now that we, they invited us to a party, they're 
some cool guys so I don't know, they get cool points for that. 
Damion expressed: 
Well like I was saying earlier since I've been living around here [within 
the Greek circle] it's not as bad as I used to, I used to just think that they 
were all little jerks, some of them are, I don't know but a lot of the ones I 
know are petty cool ...and contrary to what a lot of my teammates believe 
they really don't hate us, you know, they're probably some of our biggest 
supporters .. . 
The men recognize the stereotypes of each group. This suggests that they have a 
shared understanding of the symbolic nature of the boundaries that separate them from 
others. Whether these men personally hold stereotypical views of each group or not, each 
man is aware of what others are likely to think of him as a member of his group. This 
recognition influences the men's practices such that cross-group interaction is reduced. 
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In addition, Damion's above statement shows that he is aware that fraternity members 
are fans of the football team even though many of his teammates do not recognize that. 
Football events are, in many ways, exclusive events. Fraternity members cannot participate 
in a game or run out onto the field during practice. So, their only way of showing support 
and being involved is as a fan. Fraternity events can also be exclusive in that they often cater 
only to the Greek community. Thus, there is not much opportunity for football players to 
openly support fraternity members. This may help explain why fraternity members' respect 
for football players was more explicit in my interviews than was football players' respect for 
fraternity members. 
Both fraternity members and football players, when asked to name similarities they 
saw between the two groups, were able to come up with similar responses such as the close-
quarter living situation that both groups experience, the holier-than-thou attitude that they 
both hold, the team mentality, image maintenance, and stereotypes to which both groups are 
subjected. The men mentioned that both groups work for a common goal, they both are a 
tight group of individuals, they care about the men in their group, and it is like a family 
where older guys look out for younger guys. Damion, a football player, suggested that the 
football team was possibly the ultimate fraternity where you experience everything together. 
There were more similarities between the two groups than there were differences. 
The differences, again, fell into categories of stereotypes that both groups held about the 
other. Several of the football players said that they felt like fraternity members were 
preppier, homo-ish, and "pretty-boys" because they dress up for class. Don, a football 
player, pointed out that, "they [fraternity members] pay to be in a fraternity and we get paid 
to be together." 
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The distinctions made by football players illustrate that they position themselves as 
more masculine by feminizing the fraternity members. They point out that fraternity 
members are "prettier," and "preppier." They also point out that the fraternity members have 
to pay for school while many of the football players do not. This alludes to a higher status of 
masculinity for the football players because they are "important enough" to have someone 
else pay their tuition so that they can go to school for free. 
Some of these misconceptions, tensions, and rivalries between the football players 
and fraternity members have led to physical fighting. Both football players and fraternity 
members agree that often the fights occur when alcohol is involved and are triggered by 
something insignificant like being bumped at the bar, having a drink spilled on them, or some 
guy talking to a girl with whom he should not be talking. 
Football players and fraternity members do not interact socially very often. They 
typically spend the majority of their time with in-group members. However, they do share 
several similar interests such as drinking _alcohol, meeting women, and partying, so they 
sometimes go to the same bars and occasionally end up at the same parties. 
On several occasions, football players mentioned tensions that arose from fraternity 
members not allowing them into fraternity parties. Fraternity parties are regulated as invite-
only events, so unless a football player knows a fraternity member, he is unlikely to be 
invited. Football parties can be attended by anyone as long as that person is aware of the 
party. While most fraternity members are unaware of the time and location of football 
parties, the football players themselves do not announce such gatherings as exclusive, 
invitation-only events. Football players are more likely to have unannounced or last-minute 
parties. Football players, in addition, are more likely to try to attend fraternity parties when 
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they are underage because they are unable to get into campus bars. Confrontations between 
the two groups are thus more likely to occur at fraternity parties or outside of bars than inside 
of bars. Sachel, a football player, explained the complexities of football player-fraternity 
member fighting: 
Most of the time...I can't stand fights but I'm not going to back down if 
some dude comes and whacks me or one of my other teammates is getting 
the crap kicked out [of him] ...most of [the fights] are, at parties, the 
majority of the time it's at[a fraternity member's] house because most of 
the time a lot of frat guys don't come to football parties because they 
know a lot of football guys don't like that so I mean if they realize oh 
these are frat kids, they're probably not going to be there very much 
longer...I've never started one [a fight] but I've got into one cuz I was 
playing pool, some dude backed up into me and spilled beer all over me 
and I was like okay, whatever, you know I was going to let it go, I' m like 
that's fine whatever, and the next thing I know he pushed me and I was 
like what the f * * * and then I got hit with a pool cue and then after that it 
went all down so I was like whatever but there is definitely some football-
frat just go out and pummel each other, I mean I've been involved in a 
couple where it's just, we're frat, we're football, here we go, line them up 
and it's like we're playing a football game...but I would probably say 
more frat-football because 90-95% of the time it's probably started by a 
football player just because they think they're bad and they're going to 
walk in there and get in a fight because whether they're drunk or that's 
just what they decide they want to do, end up Losing a football game and 
so they need to go pummel someone else. 
Fighting between the two groups fortifies in-group/out-group masculinity boundaries. 
If a member from one group feels disrespected by a member from another group, a fight is 
likely to occur to reestablish the status of that man or group. Fighting shows that the man is 
not a wimp or a sissy and that he will not back down if provoked. Fighting also demonstrates 
toughness. These are all characteristics of the concept of masculinity that these men 
developed at a young age. 
All of these quotes provide insight into the boundary construction, maintenance, and 
negotiation between these two groups. It is clear that the football players and fraternity 
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members see each other as status threats and partake in behaviors such as name calling, 
physical aggression, or stereotyping to establish and support their position. 
Fraternity members and football players are also separated in terms of where they 
live. Fraternity members often live in exclusive neighborhoods that are predominantly 
Greek. Football players do not have the same living arrangement and are much more spread 
out over the campus. Therefore, the two groups do not come into contact nearly as often as 
one would think other than in the classroom and in some social settings, like campus bars. 
Fraternity members can maintain exclusivity from football players by screening their 
new members and by having invite-only functions. Football players do not screen potential 
teammates, but it is still fairly difficult for a fraternity member to join the football team. In 
all of these ways, boundaries between the two groups exist on the college campus. 
Boundaries Between Men and Women 
On a college campus, there exist many male homosocial groups that will potentially 
vie for status positions. As Curry (1998) points out, however, men are also trying to achieve 
the good graces of other men, and care more about the respect they receive from men than 
the attention and evaluations they receive from women. So, where do women fit in and how 
do these two groups of men negotiate boundaries between themselves and women? 
First, these men point out that there are different types of women. This is more 
apparent among the football players. For them, there are the "untouchables," women so elite 
that they would never have a chance with them. These women are often sorority girls. 
Sorority girls, however, are often the women that fraternity members date. And then, for 
football players and athletes in general, there are the "jersey chasers." These are defined as 
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less-than-desirable women who will only date athletes. There was no discussion of fraternity 
members going after or dating jersey chasers in the same way that football players desired 
dating sorority girls. Football players even spoke negatively about the types of women they 
call jersey chasers. 
The men also explained that their subgroups held collective views of women. The 
football players, as a whole, explained that members on the team often view women as sex 
objects, a piece of ass, and who you are supposed to be with. Damion, a football player, said: 
A lot of them [his teammates] ...really don't care, they just want to get in 
and go... you know some talk about it like it's a contest... some guys they 
just really don't care what kind of girl it is, any girl, big, small, tall, fat, 
pretty, ugly, they don't care you know, as long as she walks. 
On the contrary, almost all of the fraternity members I interviewed said that the men 
in their houses described women as superior to men and said that women were held in pretty 
high regard, and treated with the utmost respect. Only two fraternity members said that 
women were viewed as "just one more girl." Mario, a fraternity member, said: 
...I don't know if I want to say objects...I just always think of it as like in 
college it just seems like if you're not trying to date them you're just 
trying to get with them you know for the night or whatever... 
Among the fraternity members that I interviewed, there appeared to be some 
disagreement in how fraternity members as a larger group view women. Part of this may be 
that some of the men I interviewed were more inclined to search for a lasting relationship and 
were sharing their personal views and the views of friends their age, saying that these women 
should be respected, while several of the other fraternity members were not as interested in a 
lasting relationship and therefore shared alternative, discrepant views. Mike, a fraternity 
member, said that women were viewed as one more girl to take to bed but he then followed 
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that up by saying that he is older now and thinks more realistically. So, it may be that the 
fraternity members, compared to the football players, are more inclined to see themselves 
following a traditional path (i.e., graduation and a career) that lends itself to a long-term 
relationship, while the football players, even as juniors and seniors, are Iess focused on 
potential serious relationships. 
For the men that view women as objects, they clearly see women as separate from 
themselves. This suggests that maintaining boundaries between men and women is 
important. It is easier to treat a woman as an object if she is viewed as less than, fragile, or 
weak. This Idea is evident by what the men say about how they view women relative to how 
their all-male group views women, and by how the men respond to the question, "Are there 
certain things that are all right to do or say around men but not around women?" 
Sachel, a football player, said: 
...I guess I don't see women as superior but I think they should be treated 
better than a guy just because I don't know, it's a girl you're supposed to 
be nicer to them than you are to a guys ... cuz guys can handle it or 
whatever you know ... . 
As discussed in chapter five, men often distinguish themselves as separate from and 
more powerful than women. They feel they must protect those whom they "own." Homer, a 
football player, illustrated this point: 
[Are your views of women in your life the same as your teammates ?] Uh, I 
don't think so you know I was, it's different I mean there's so many guys 
on the .team but, you know I [have] a little sister, I was very close to my 
mom and you know I have a girlfriend now and I respect women a lot, I' m 
very protective of them...." 
There are many things that these men agree are not appropriate for women to see or 
hear when it comes to men's behaviors. Swearing, sexual jokes, sexual comments, or 
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discussions of what sexual activities the men, or their friends, engaged in the night before, 
are not for women to hear. Farting, belching, scratching oneself, and nose-picking were also 
on the list of male behaviors that were inappropriate for women to witness. All of these 
things fell under the description of "guy things," and were considered unacceptable because 
they were impolite or rude in the presence of women. 
Steve, a fraternity member, explained that the reason these things were okay for men 
to do around other men but not around women is because guys want girls to like them. Guys 
do not care what other guys do. "... if my friend does that I' m not going to think less of him, 
I don't care if he hocks up a big loogie as long as he doesn't spit it on my floor." Peter, a 
fraternity member, explained that the reason these things should not occur around women is 
because, "It would make us look, make me or make us look really immature and stupid...." 
Another reason that some of the men said that it would be wrong to talk about certain things 
around girls is because girls talk too much. Mario, a fraternity member, said, "...girls talk 
too much and they blow things out of proportion, I think they over-analyze situational 
things." Craig, a football player, said something similar, "...you can talk with the guys, but 
when you get around the women you know you don't call them whores or you don't tell them 
what this guy's doing cuz they tend to gossip...." Again, all of these quotes suggest that men 
view women as inferior and different from them, thereby maintaining the gender boundaries 
between themselves and women. 
Summary 
What I thought I would find regarding this topic and what I found were surprisingly 
different. Originally, I thought that these groups, knowing that they did not get along, would 
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be in constant battle for a superior position on the college campus. However, what I found 
was that, yes, they hold stereotypes about one another, and they occasionally have physical 
scuffles over spilled beer and women, but generally speaking, they do not interact socially on 
campus except in a very superficial way in classrooms. They have separate spheres on the 
college campus. They may tread on each other's territory if fraternity members attend a 
football party or football players attend a fraternity party, but even then, there are ways to 
regulate this activity. Fraternity members have to invite football players if they want them 
there and fraternity members appear to know better than to attend a football party. 
With regard to campus bars, I initially thought that the men would overlap in these 
social settings. I broached this subject in my interviews but came up with nothing 
conclusive. All of the men identified the types of bars that exist on this particular campus but 
almost none of them said, "This is where the fraternity guys hang out and this is where the 
football players hang out." Instead they said, "This is where you go if you want cheap 
drinks," or, "This bar typically has an older crowd or more men than women." When both 
of these groups go out, they go out for two common goals: to drink and to have fun. They do 
not go out to intentionally pick fights with one another. From the quotes about physical 
fighting, it appears that the men, when in the same bars, ignore each other unless provoked. 
These men also share space in the classroom. The two groups of men explained that 
they held academic stereotypes of each other. For the fraternity members, the majority of 
them perceive that others believe they are above average with academics and for the football 
players, their perception is that others believe they are below average, that they do not care 
about their grades, and that they are only in school to play sports. The two groups express 
mutual respect, for the most part, when they co-exist in a shared space. 
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Though the two groups of men interact infrequently together, they are well aware of 
the others' presence when vying for women. This is where arguments and physical 
confrontations can occur. The football players told me that the fraternity members think that 
the football players get all the women. Whether this is true or not, the perception is 
indicative of the threat each group poses to the gender status of the other. Both of these 
groups of men want to feel superior. Classrooms, bars, and parties are all physical territories 
that these men can negotiate. Women, however, are human beings who have the right to 
choose among themselves with whom they interact. Women can permeate the men's group 
boundaries. This is an added challenge for the athletes and fraternity members because they 
cannot control which women date which men. 
While in some cases, fraternity members edge out football players for status, power, 
and prestige, fraternity members also show respect and admiration for football players 
through their roles as fans. They support the athletes, they go to their games, and they cheer 
them on. This is due, in part, to the fact that many fraternity members were once athletes 
themselves. Football players, however, are not fans of and were not once fraternity members 
in the same way that fraternity members were often involved in athletics. Fraternity 
members, nonetheless, construct status and boundaries by social closure. They restrict access 
to their fraternity functions to members of the fraternity or Greek organization and invited 
guests only. The boundary negotiation between these groups, then, is just another way for 




WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 
I began this study as an exploratory endeavor to find out exactly how football players 
and fraternity members interacted on the college campus. I started with assumptions born 
from my experiences with football players and fraternity members and their comments about 
each other. I believed that football players' and fraternity members' apparent dislike for one 
another was due to their constant interaction. After completing the interviews, I ended up 
focusing on factors that contributed to these men's understanding of masculinity, which later 
led me to better comprehend their dislike for each other. The factors affecting their 
perceptions of masculinity as collegiate athletes and fraternity members include foundations 
of identity formed earlier in their lives. Men's perceptions of masculinity inform the ways 
that they manage impressions dramaturgically, and the perceptions of masculinity they 
learned early on influence their boundary construction, negotiation, and maintenance. 
These concepts all. relate to the themes that previous and current literature have 
focused on such as the rape culture, joking relationships, drinking, hazing, pornography, 
homophobia, and homoeroticism. Later, I will expand on the implications of my findings 
with regard to these themes. 
The first theory that I discussed in this study was social identity theory. Its basic 
premise is that we use our social identity and our social categories not only to help define for 
ourselves who we are, but to enhance others' understanding of who we are (Turner 1982). 
Proponents of social identity theory also state that an individual's goal in identifying with 
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certain groups or defining himself or herself as a member of a specific group is to enhance 
his or her self-esteem (Brewer 2003). 
Within this study, I found that the major influences on social identity formation for 
these men prior to entering college were parents, siblings, peers, and involvement in school 
activities. These sources of social identity helped the men discover what masculinity was 
and what it was not. The men received many messages about what was appropriate for males 
and females by modeling their parents. Sometimes these images were inconsistent. Even 
when siblings or peers displayed non-traditional forms of masculinity, these were the 
exceptions and not the rule. The men were still bombarded with messages about what men 
were and were not supposed to do and how women fit into the gender hierarchy relative to 
men. For example, the interactions that these men experienced with siblings and peers 
superseded the inconsistencies. The men still grew up with the knowledge of what was 
stereotypically suitable behavior for men and women to enact. 
Inside peer groups, for example, many of these men learned what was appropriately 
masculine and what was not by positioning themselves within certain groups such as the 
"cool crowd," "jocks," and the "popular crowd." They learned that participating in sports 
was a highly valued masculine endeavor. Even those who existed on the fringes of cliques 
and crowds understood what acceptable and unacceptable masculine behavior was and acted 
accordingly which upheld the hegemonic masculinity ideals of their group. 
Identity development, however, did not end at high school graduation. These men 
were groomed in appropriate masculine behavior by the time they entered college, and their 
pre-college activities helped them further develop their identity. They participated in 
activities that ultimately helped to separate them onto different paths, one of collegiate 
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athletics and the other of the Greek organization. These two groups of men enlist different 
social identities and embody different styles of hegemonic masculinity imperatives. 
Another concept related to social identity is that of subordinate and resistant 
identities. Again, subordinate identities are labels attached to individuals who are unable to 
function within the framework established by the dominant group (Tatum 1997). Resistance 
identities occur when individuals are continuously rejected by the dominant group, so instead 
of conforming to the dominant group's beliefs, individuals develop their own ideals. 
While I did not find a lot of evidence for subordinate and resistance identities in my 
study, I did find evidence of minor resistance displayed by two of the men. These two men 
challenged their group's beliefs about what it means to be a man but they were not 
necessarily rejected by their respective groups. For example, fraternity members are said to 
be preppy, rich, and academically inclined while members of the football team are 
stereotypically viewed as aggressive, tough, and womanizing. Mario, a fraternity member, 
displayed minor resistance by saying that he did not dress like other "frat guys." He also has 
multiple tattoos which challenge the stereotypes of what it means to be a fraternity member 
or what a fraternity member should look like. Sachel, a football player, also demonstrated 
minor resistance by continually making it clear that he was not going to go along with the 
hegemonic masculinity imperatives of the football team. He talked about being a nice guy, 
treating women respectfully, not drinking, and being friendly with everyone. He also 
expressed minimal interest to other football players to whom I talked. 
Both Mario and Sachel, however, were not ostracized by their respective groups like 
someone who upheld a strong resistance identity might be because they pushed their 
resistance only to a point. Even though Mario and Sachel displayed minor resistance, they 
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both still supported a lot of their group's ideals and thus potentially broadened the meanings 
of what it meant to be a man within their group. 
While two examples of minor resistance were found in this study, I suggest that 
football players, overall, are more likely to display resistance because of an added dilemma. 
Not only must they negotiate their identities within their own group, but they must also 
compete with the larger college environment. In trying to uphold the hegemonic imperatives 
of the in-group, many football players fail to live up to the university's academic 
expectations for students. In efforts to uphold masculinity standards for football players, 
these men may adopt a resistance identity as a student. For them, men as athletes are okay, 
but their ability to be men as students suffers and ultimately puts them at a disadvantage. 
Additionally, the notion of social categories is another issue that emerges in this 
study. Social categorization provides a clear boundary for members within that category to 
establish who they are and to what group they belong. The social category of "football team" 
or of "fraternity" is important to these men because within these groups, the men are unique. 
They maintain high esteem by associating with this category and by maintaining the 
boundaries between their group and others. 
The theories used in chapter six are dramaturgy, self-presentation theory, and 
impression management. Dramaturgy relates to the performances that individuals enact 
much like a theatrical production (Coffman 1959). Self-presentations are the ways in which 
individuals present themselves to others in order to establish a certain image (Tedeschi and 
Norman 1985), and impression management is an awareness that others are forming 
impressions of you and that you can behave in certain ways to influence those impressions. 
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All of these concepts suggest that there is an audience of "others" with whom people 
interact. When the men in this study were in high school, their audiences were typically not 
women, but other men (Curry 1998). These audiences were much different than the 
audiences they faced in college. In high school, these men dealt with peers, teachers, and 
their families. In college, they had a larger group of people to please, such as coaches, 
teammates, and fans for the football players, or administrators, instructors, and fraternity 
brothers, for the fraternity members. Given their respective audiences, most football players 
sought to maintain a positive identity by being tough and aggressive, while most fraternity 
members sought to maintain a positive identity by being involved and excelling in 
academics. 
Campus visibility, for these two groups, also adds a new dimension to the men's 
presentation of self. Because many of the athletes are high-profile and are not only 
recognized on campus but are also in the media, they have to work harder, be more 
concerned with, and more conscious of their actions. Likewise, fraternity members often 
hold highly valued leadership positions and interact with campus administrators, so they too 
must invest more energy in maintaining positive self-images. 
Most of these men say they want to maintain a positive self-image for themselves and 
their group. Some of the men, however, said they did not care what others said or thought 
about them even though their actions indicated otherwise. Interestingly, by telling me that 
they did not care how others viewed them and by saying they did nothing to manage others' 
responses, they managed their impressions for me by showing me their toughness and 
apathy. Even this gesture illustrates that those who act indifferent really are not and that they 
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do care how others view them. These men still want people to view them as tough, 
individualistic, and emotionally detached. 
Stereotypes are a huge catalyst for the presentations and performances that these men 
enact. The men are consciously aware of the stereotypes placed on them by other groups, 
class instructors, and the media. Some agree that the stereotypes are accurate while others 
maintain that "one bad apple spoils the bunch." Some men try to debunk the myths thereby 
modifying their actions to portray an image that is inconsistent with the stereotypes. 
The men also display a strong identity with their group or lack thereof based on the 
type of clothing they wear. Sorne are proud to be involved in the sport or fraternity and wear 
their team name or fraternity letters with pride while others choose to remain anonymous, 
attempting to attract others' attention based on their personality and kindness instead of team 
or house affiliation. 
Self-presentations are also situational. These men admitted to presenting themselves 
differently to men than to women. Their explanation was that there is dating potential when 
dealing with women. I also suggest that by acting more politely toward and showing more 
interest in women, men separate themselves from and elevate themselves above women. 
In their efforts to uphold the hegemonic masculinity imperatives of their respective 
groups, these men engage in many public practices that support their high-profile status on 
campus. My interviews suggest, however, that their public "front stage" presentations reveal 
only select parts of who these men really are. As dramaturgy suggests, they are simply 
acting, but because they have a heightened sense of masculinity, meaning that they are 
around other men constantly and have continuous pressure to uphold these hegemonic 
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masculinity imperatives specific to their group, they may not have a "backstage" where they 
can let their guard down and be sensitive, emotional men. 
In addition, the theatrical performance for a football player is much different than the 
theatrical performance of a fraternity member because their masculinity imperatives are not 
the same. A football player is expected to be tough, aggressive, and unemotional —that is 
what is considered masculine for his subgroup. A fraternity member, on the other hand, is 
supposed to be involved on campus, participate in charities and leadership positions, and 
have a much higher academic standing than an athlete —that is what is considered masculine 
for that subgroup. I suggest that these differences contribute to the birth and maintenance of 
stereotypes — of athletes being "meatheads" or "jocks," and of fraternity members being 
"pretty boys," or "homos." Neither group seems to understand that their concept of 
masculinity, given their group affiliation, is different and therefore, when these groups are 
forced to interact, their groups' imperatives are challenged by the conflicting ideals (Connell 
1995; Majors and Mancini Billson 1992). 
The way that both groups do impression management is similar, however. They rely 
on their clothing, their interactions with women, their own behavior, and physical violence 
when they are threatened. Each group member tries to maintain an image within the group, 
showing more concern for in-group acceptance than acceptance from the larger college 
environment. The implications of all of this are that the expected performances for both 
groups of men limit them in their ability to experience "healthy" behaviors such as intimacy, 
emotion, or sensitivity toward each other and women. 
The final theory and last major chapter of this thesis deals with in-groups and out-
groups formed using hegemonic masculinity imperatives as well as boundary construction, 
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maintenance, and negotiation. The focus is on how these men position themselves relative to 
others. 
With regard to hegemonic masculinity imperatives, football players' imperatives 
embody the tough, aggressive type of masculinity while fraternity members' imperatives 
embody a leadership, academic, and service type of masculinity. There are, naturally, 
exceptions to both of these, but for the most part, each man I talked to fit into the imperatives 
of his group. 
How do the boundaries within these groups begin? I found that fraternity members 
typically spend time with other fraternity members and that the football players spend a large 
amount of time with teammates. Spending the majority of their time with in-group members 
strengthens the boundaries between their in-group and other groups. It also helps build group 
cohesion. The implications of this system are that these men do not meet others who are 
unlike them. It is also easier to believe the stereotypes that are spread about out-group 
members because in-group members do not have experience interacting with these other 
individuals to really determine whether these stereotypes are accurate or not. 
When asked about their feelings regarding fraternity members, many of the football 
players expressed negative sentiments. A lot of these sentiments were based on stereotypes. 
Fraternity members, however, do not display the same negative attitudes about football 
players that football players display about fraternity members because, as I suggest, the 
fraternity members have a larger circle of relevant reference groups to compare their own 
group to (for example, other fraternities). They do not see the football players as a threat. 
The football players, however, perceive the fraternity members as the relevant reference 
group for them and, therefore, voice stronger negative opinions. 
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In order to maintain status, manage impressions, and control boundaries, these men 
sometimes fight with one another. Typically, fighting occurs between these groups when the 
men feel disrespected. The physical tensions are likely to occur at parties or at bars where 
these two groups have a higher probability of interacting with one another. By resorting to 
physical violence, men can defend their masculinity and status in an appropriately 
"masculine" way. 
Not only do the men negotiate boundaries between their group and other groups of 
men, but they must negotiate boundaries between their group and women. The men I 
interviewed illustrated ways in which women on campus were viewed. First, the men 
distinguished between different types of women, those who are elite and "untouchable" and 
those who are not desirable. Second, the men clearly established that women are held at a 
different level than men. Most of the fraternity members said they hold women in high 
regard while most of the football players said that their team views women as objects. 
Finally, the men described the activities that women should not be subjected to (nose picking, 
scratching, etc.) witnessing. The men went on to explain that this is because women are 
fragile creatures who should not be forced to observe such "guy things." This establishes a 
clear boundary between men and women and, again, holds women at a lower status even 
when it sounds like the men are elevating them by shielding them from such inappropriate 
behaviors. 
There were, however, aspects of this study that could have been explored, but given 
the scope and timeframe of the project, were not. Race was one factor that, while minimally 
included, could have been further examined. I included three minority men because the 
football team is more diverse than are the large, mainstream fraternities on campus, and I 
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wanted to include some minority voices. A future study might consider exploring whether 
race affects the interactions between teammates, or interactions between these particular 
subgroups and other groups on campus. 
There are also other less-visible groups on campus that I could have chosen to study. 
Future topics might focus on the interactions between subgroups like campus military groups 
and athletic teams, interactions between athletics teams such as football and basketball teams, 
rivalries between fraternities, or relationships between all-male subgroups and members of 
lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgendered groups. 
I noted in chapter five that even though some of the fraternity members and football 
players shared similar social contexts (background, social class, and family structure), their 
involvement in high school and then later in college was much different. I theorize that 
fraternity members, because they were quite active in both sports and leadership activities in 
high school, go on to pursue the fraternity life because it offers a greater opportunity for 
resume building, involvement, and networking. 
The football players, on the other hand, typically started playing the sport at a very 
young age, continued improving and honing their skills while in high school, and ended up 
becoming college football players because that is where their opportunities came from. 
Many of them, while minimally involved in other sports or leadership activities in high 
school, failed to cultivate alternatives to their athletic lifestyle when in college, and may find 
themselves without the job skills and experience necessary to succeed if their football career 
does not take off. This finding relates to the practical implications that I discuss later about 
campus integration for some of these men. 
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What about the issue of stereotypes? All of the men agreed that stereotypes played a 
large part in how they viewed themselves, their all-male group, other groups on campus, and 
women. I suggest that these men may maintain the existence of stereotypes because in 
reality, stereotypes can sometimes enhance their status even if the stereotypes themselves are 
untrue or unhealthy. If, according to the football players' imperatives of hegemonic 
masculinity, being tough, aggressive, solely focused on the sport over academics, and 
treating women as objects, is the ideal of masculinity, then the stereotypes of them would fit 
and would help them maintain status. 
Likewise, if the fraternity members' imperatives of hegemonic masculinity support 
leadership and organizational involvement, maintaining good grades, holding women in high 
regard, networking, and preserving fraternity loyalty, then the stereotypes would help them 
maintain status. However, if the stereotypes go against those imperatives, the men may feel 
compelled to work toward changing the stereotypes to something that helps them sustain a 
positive group image. Doing this, however, may warrant a subordinate or resistance label 
from the dominant group (the fraternity). 
There were some men, however, who I regard as exceptions to the study. I referred to 
Mario, a fraternity member, earlier. Some of his actions represented a resistance identity but 
because of constantly shifting contexts, his actions also represent what Connell (1995) refers 
to as a complicit masculinity. This masculinity helps maintain the overall gender order. For 
example, Mario did not fulfill the stereotypes of a typical fraternity member. He was not as 
involved in the house and felt that the only stereotype that was accurate of him was the 
stereotype about fraternity members drinking heavily. In his case, he did not necessarily go 
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along with the stereotypes but he also did not try to go against the norms of the fraternity 
even though he later said that it was important that he be perceived as a nice guy. 
In other instances, there were men who said they did not care what others thought of 
them or that they did not go out of their way to present an alternative to the stereotypes. I 
suggest that the men who are exceptions have a stronger sense of individual identity and 
therefore do not find it as important to work at conforming to in-group stereotypes. In this 
regard, however, I point out that while these men did not consciously conform to the 
stereotypes, they did not necessarily work to change any of the stereotypes. B y remaining 
passive with regard to stereotypes, these men perpetuated the existing structure. 
When I began this study, I fully intended to find two groups who despised one 
another, and who were placed in constant situations of interaction. What I found was 
something completely different. These two groups of men do not interact very often at all. 
They co-exist on the campus in what I consider parallel spheres or a parallel hierarchy. They 
have mutual respect for one another even though they do hold stereotypes about their groups. 
They overlap in a few instances such as the campus bar and the classroom, but they typically 
respect one another's space. Like any other man, if they feel threatened or disrespected, they 
will act out to regain the respect they feel they have lost, which is consistent with the men's 
discussion of why there are physical confrontations between the two groups at bars and 
parties. 
The troubling area for these men is women. While they hold women at a lower 
status, they still like interacting with women. What they cannot control is who the women 
date. Women are not a physical space that can be easily monitored, so women have the 
ability to permeate the well-constructed and maintained boundaries of these men. This can 
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be a problematic situation for the men and one that can result in tighter boundary 
maintenance, more negative stereotypes about out-groups, and physical confrontations. Still, 
women are an integral part of the negotiations among and between these groups of men. 
Most of the implications derived from this study are theoretical; however, there are 
several practical implications for this study. One such implication is that some of my 
findings support existing literature that discusses how the close contact that men in 
fraternities and on athletic teams experience promotes a "brotherhood" and "team" mentality 
that could provide an environment that puts both men and women at risk (Sanday 1990). 
Men try to maintain and elevate their status by participating in behaviors that subordinate 
women, such as using pornography. Since men often perform for an audience of other men 
(Curry 1998), women may find themselves being used as props for this performance, a 
situation that is linked with the rape culture theme mentioned in chapter two. 
Even though fraternity members are better integrated into the college culture and 
typically have more access to a wider variety of students with which to interact, they are still 
an exclusive group that is physically isolated from others. Football players also experience 
isolation due to their rigorous practice schedule which makes them unable to have a schedule 
more like that of a regular student. Therefore, they are often interacting with other teammates 
instead of expanding their social network. Since both groups are exclusive and isolated, 
cultures such as the rape culture and environments that allow, if not promote, the use of 
pornography, joking behaviors that are negative, drinking habits that are detrimental to men's 
health, homophobia that perpetuates stereotypes and excludes, if not causes, potential harm 
to some men, hazing practices that are humiliating or dangerous, and homoeroticism, are 
produced and maintained. 
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In an effort to reduce exclusivity, deconstruct and weaken the boundaries that these 
men have around their group that keeps them from interacting with diverse others, weakening 
the cultures that are detrimental to both men and women, improve the dynamics of these 
groups, and provide benefits for the college campus overall, I suggest the following: 
First, one option that is growing in popularity on college campuses is called a 
learning community. A learning community is a program that clusters students together, 
allows them to take one or two classes as a cohort, and provides the opportunity for these 
students to live on the same residence hall floor. Learning communities, however, do not 
have to center on academics nor do they have to have a shared residence life component. 
The learning community may not be academically based but instead, organize students who 
have a similar interest, such as a "themed house" where all students have an interest in 
agriculture or leadership, for example ("What is a learning community?" 2003). The goals of 
a learning community are for students to make the transition from high school to college 
more smoothly, to make friends with people who have similar interests, to develop a support 
network of students, faculty and staff, and to integrate learning from multiple classes ("Why 
join a learning community?" 2003). 
The limitations to a learning community for both of these groups may be recruiting 
(how do you recruit fraternity members who do not identify themselves until close to the 
beginning of the school year?), and scheduling (football players have a very hectic schedule 
that is hard to match with those of non-athletic students). However, tailoring some of the 
ideas of learning community programs to fit the lives, schedules, and needs of men who are 
involved in fraternities and athletics may be beneficial. 
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Second, colleges and universities might consider providing leadership seminars for 
fraternity members and football players that incorporates community service both on and off 
campus. Fraternity members could help the athletic department by selling programs at a 
game and athletes could become involved in large campus events like the annual blood drive. 
Whatever type of events or programs colleges and universities implements, the goal should 
be to break down barriers, decrease hostility, and allow these groups of men to interact 
cooperatively with each other and with other students. 
On a smaller scale, there are implications for interventions as well as applied 
research. First, there is a need for research that looks at if and how campus integration 
affects students or what type of impact, if any, hegemonic masculinity has on athletes and 
fraternity members. The themes of boundary negotiation, as well as dominance over women, 
are also important research topics. These research suggestions do not necessarily call for 
action, but call for a next step in the research process in terms of interventions. These 
interventions could come in the form of workshops held for men like those in this study or 
for university policy makers to brainstorm the pros and cons that these all-male structures 
have for both men and women. Another option would be to form focus groups that would 
seek to achieve a starting point for reducing the rigidity of in-group and out-group 
boundaries. The applied research would assess how campus integration has impacted these 
students as well as the larger campus climate. 
A lot of feminist research looks at how women can become empowered and help their 
situation, but I suggest that research should lean more toward understanding and helping the 
men who perpetuate these hierarchies, and work toward breaking stereotypes and creating 
safe environments for men to bond that are not harmful for men and women. 
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Ultimately, the goal of this research is not to generalize, but to make others aware of 
the interactions of fraternity members and football players on the college campus, and to help 
define how these interactions can perpetuate boundary construction, maintain rivalries, and 
preserve the lower status of women. Also, this study may inform the themes such as the rape 
culture, joking behavior, drinking, hazing, homophobia, use of pornography, and 
homoeroticism, that I introduced earlier because it shows how men in these groups are 
concerned with their self-presentations, adhering to or debunking stereotypes, maintaining 
and defending their status, and impressing other men. 
With a greater awareness of how these men come to understand masculinity, how 
their families and friends influence them before college, the importance of social identity and 
impression management, as well as the link between these social structures and the existing 





Interview Questions 1: 
1. Tell me a little bit about yourself 
• What was your family like when you were growing up? For example, were you 
raised by two parents ? 
• Which parent did you spend the most time with? 
• In what ways did your father affect what you think about yourself and what it means 
to be a man? 
o Was your father involved in sports/Greek organization when he was younger? 
• In what ways did your mother affect what you think about yourself and what it means 
to be a man? 
o Was your mother involved in sports/Greek organization when she was 
younger? 
• Do you have siblings? 
o What did your siblings teach you about how you should act and what you 
should do as a boy growing up? 
• What activities were you involved in growing up? (sports, clubs, etc.) 
What kinds of friends did you have in elementary school, junior high, and high school? 
• Were you part of a clique? If so, what was it like? 
• Who were your best friends? 
• What kinds of things did your friends think guys should do in order to be masculine? 
• Did you have many female friends? 
• How did you interact with women? Can you give me some examples? 
3. Why did you come to Iowa State University? 
• Who are your friends here on campus? 
• How did you get to know them? 
• What sorts of things do you like to do together? 
• Are there groups on campus that you don't or would rather not associate with (i.e. —
other athletic teams —for athletes, other fraternities —for frat guys, Greek orgs, 
athletic teams, clubs, etc.? Why? 
• Why do you play the sport you do or why did you choose the fraternity that you're 
in? 




6. Year in school. 
7. Where you are from (state). 
8. Race/ethnicity. 
9. Family's class background when you were growing up. 
Interview Questions 2: 
• These questions are going to be about how you see yourself as a man, how you see 
yourself as a member of a fraternity or the football team, and your involvement with 
women. 
Presentation of Self/ Seif-identity) Impression Management 
10. Is it important that you maintain a particular self-image as a member of a varsity team or 
a member of a particular fraternity? If so, why? 
• What sorts of things do you do to help maintain this image? 
• Describe the following groups in this way: Their view of the team/house as a whole, 
their view of you as a person, their view Of you as a football player Or fraternity 
member —and explain why you think they have this view and how important is this 
V1eW t0 y0u? 
a.) male peers outside of your sport or fraternity 
b.) class instructors 
c.) male peers inside of your sport or fraternity 
d.) women 
11. What sorts of things (clothing, etc.) do you typically wear to class or in general? What 
do you think your clothes tell other people about you? 
• Do you make it a point to wear certain name brands? If so, which brands and why? 
• DO you wear clothing that clearly states what sport Or fraternity you're in? If so, 
why? 
• How would you say that you present yourself t0 someone you're meeting for the first 
time? (at a party or in a work setting)? 
• What impressions might they form after meeting you? 
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• How do you present yourself if the person you are meeting for the first time i;~ a 
woman, versus a man? 
12. What kinds of characteristics do you value in the men you respect most? How would you 
say you compare with other men in terms of these characteristics? 
13. Are there activities or behaviors that your team or fraternity would consider inappropriate 
for you, as a member of the group, to participate in? If so, could you describe a few of 
these activities or behaviors? 
o Does your group think these activities are bad in general or just for you 
personally? 
• What would you do if you saw another teammate or fraternity brother engaging in 
one of these behaviors or activities? 
14. If you're an athlete, what are your thoughts of fraternity members? If you're a fraternity 
member, what are your thoughts of athletes? 
• What characteristics about you and this other group are similar and what 
characteristics are different? 
• Have you ever personally fought with an athlete or fraternity member (depending on 
who I'm talking to) or have members of your group fought with the other group? 
o Where was the fight and what was the situation that caused it? 
Boundaries
15. How much time do you spend with guys other than your teammates/fraternity brothers? 
• If teammates/fraternity brothers and non-teammates/fraternity brothers wanted to do 
something with you at the same time, how would you make the choice of whom to spend 
time with? 
• If you have existing obligations with male friends, and a woman (friend girlfriend) wants to 
do something with you —how do you make that choice? 
• Would you, have you, or would it be okay for you to invite fraternity members/athletes out 
with a group of your teammates/fraternity brothers? 
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Ju~~lin~ activities/or~anizatior~s ~ Academics 
16. How many hours a week do you devote to responsibilities as a student and how many 
hours a week do you devote to your other activities — e.g. sports or fraternity events? 
• Is it important that you (personally) spend as much time on academics as you do with 
your athletic or fraternity events, or is one more important than the other? 
• How do you cope with the stresses associated with the demands of activities and 
academics? 
• Do your teammates or fraternity brothers put pressure on you to spend time with them 
when you could be doing homework? 
• If you find yourself in a situation where something has to give, do you allow your 
academics to slide or something else? 
17. Do you personally feel respected as a student? 
• Do you personally feel respected as an athlete or fraternity member? Explain. 
18. Do you feel there is an academic stereotype about you based on your group membership? 
If so, what do you think that stereotype is? 
19. What do you hope your membership on an athletic team or in a fraternity will do for you 
and your future? 
20. What activities do you personally engage in to relax or in your spare time? What about 
your group? 
• Are there certain places you like to go to or certain places where you, hang out with 
friends? 
• If you go to the bars, do you have a preference in the bar that you go to? Do you see 
different types of people at these different bars, if so, explain. Also, in your opinion, 
what sort of atmospheres do these bars have? 
Where do women fit in? 
21. How do you feel most men in your fraternity or on your team view women? 
• Do most men (in your group) view relationships with women as less important right 
now than doing well in school/athletics/fraternity life? 
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• Do most men spend more time with their teammates/fraternity brothers than with 
women? 
22. Which is more important among your teammates/ fraternity brothers and also you, to be 
respected by other men or by women? 
23. Are your views of women in your life the same as most members of your team or 
fraternity? 
o Could you describe some of your views? If these views are different from 
your team or fraternity, describe their views. 
o What are your personal views of women now? 
o Have those views changed after you became a member of the group? 
• If members of your group are talking about women, or treating a woman poorly — do 
you participate or do you say something if you disagree? Explain. 
• Explain an instance (if you know of one) when you or a man you know has or would 
stand up against members of your group for a woman. 
• Would you consider or have you dated or "hooked up with" someone that another 
fraternity brother of teammate has dated or "hooked up with"? Elaborate. 
• What is your attitude about men who date or "hook up with" women that other men 
have dated? 
24. How are the women in your life affected by your participating in athletics or in the 
fraternity? Do these women support your involvement in athletics or on the team? 
a) mother 
b) sister/s 
c) girlfriend fiancee/wife 
25. Does having women in your life (ie —girlfriends, fiancees, wives, etc.) make life easier or 
more difficult for you in your fraternity or among your teammates? Explain. 
-~ What are the primary roles that women play in your life? 
-~ What are the primary roles that women play within your all-male group? 
Other 





You mentioned that stereotypes were largely responsible for others' imagels of you. 
Therefore, 
• To what extent do the following individuals create stereotypes for you as a member 
of an athletic team or fraternity and give some examples of these stereotypes: 
(a) other men 
(b) class instructors 
(c) women 
(d) the media 
• What do these stereotypes mean? To what extent would you say these stereotypes are 
accurate of you/ your group? (Especially with regard to women, academics and 
drinking?) 
~ Do these stereotypes affect the way that you present yourself or view yourself as a 
man and member of this team or fraternity? 
Quitting
Several guys have mentioned that quitting was not an option for them when they were 
growing up: 
• Was quitting an option for you growing up? 
• Was it aself-imposed option or was it something that you parents said you could or 
couldn't do? 
• How does quitting or not quitting affect how you view yourself as a man? 
Identity 
• Is the team/fraternity something that you do, or is it who you are? 
~hting
I asked you about fighting, whether you' d ever witnessed it or been involved in a fight. So, 
~ What meaning does fighting (aggression that is directed at another man) have for 
you? Is it a way to protect your manhood and if so, how does it do that? 
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Values 
You mentioned that you respected men who stood up for what they believe in and that this is 
something that you value. Why then . . . . 
• Would you stand up for what you believe in in certain instances but not others? 
Please give examples of each instance. 
Changes over time 
Think about how and who you were during your first and second years of college. Please 
describe the changes that occurred, if any, between those first two years and now: 
(a) The way that you interact with women 
(b) How you feel about academics 
(c) Going out &partying 
• What is most important now that may not have been as important when you first 
entered college, or what was important then that is not as important now? 
Territory Issues/ Women 
• Describe the types of women (including year in school or approx. age) that follow 
your group (i.e. Jersey Chasers). For fraternity men, do you have the equivalent of 
Jersey Chasers that only date fraternity men? 
• Do the characteristics of these women change as you age and they age? 
• What types of women come to fraternity/football parties? 
Conduct Around Women 
• What kinds of things are okay to do or say around men, but not women? Why? 
• Are there things that you can say to a woman or girlfriend that you can't say to a 
man? 
o What sorts of things would you feel more comfortable talking to a woman 
about than other men or a close male friend? 
o Why do you think there's this difference (if there is one)? 
Many of the guys I've talked to have said that women are supportive of their endeavors and 
that it's important to have women around, but I've also heard that men get made fun of if 
they have a serious girlfriend. Therefore: 
• What does it signal or symbolize to you if a guy is really serious about a girl? 
• What does it signal or symbolize to other men in your fraternity or on the team? 
• Why does having a serious girlfriend invite ridicule or jokes? 
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o What is the nature of these jokes and how do they affect you or how do you 
think they affect the man who is the butt of these jokes? 
I have a few specific questions with regard to territory issues: 
• Does it bother you if a man is heavily hitting on a woman at a party? Why? 
• Does it matter who the man is? 
• Does it make a difference to you depending on the race or age of the man? 
• Does it matter who or what type of woman it is? 
• If you are at a fraternity party or a football party, do you feel especially protective of 
the women that are there? Do you ever feel like women at your party are "yours?" 
Secrecy Issues 
• Is talking to me about the group a violation of fraternity/team norms? Would your 
fraternity brothers or teammates be upset if they knew you were talking to me or that 
you told me certain things about the group? Why or why not? 
• What is your position on the team or in the house? 
• Does this position make you more visible and more protective of the fraternity or the 
team? 
Other 
• How do you think your life would be different if you were not a member of this 
fraternity or football team as an all male group? 
Please choose a pseudonym for yourself. 
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APPENDIX B 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
Title of Study: Male Athletes and Fraternity Members: Managing Academics and Other 
Activities 
The purpose of this study is to identify how males in all-male groups, specifically in fraternities and 
athletics, balance the rigors of academic life along with other activities such as campus involvement (clubs 
and organizations) and athletic involvement (practices and games); and to identify how these all-male 
groups contribute to the socialization of these males. 
You are being invited to participate in this study because you are a member of one of the specific all-male 
groups that I am using for this study. You will be asked to share your knowledge and experiences through 
an informal interview session. This approach leaves the door open for you to share as little or as much as 
you feel comfortable with. 
All information that you provide will be confidential. Pseudonyms will be used in place of your actual 
name. Only the principle investigator will know the names of the interview respondents. Conversations 
between the principle investigator and the respondent will be tape-recorded. Cassette tapes will be 
destroyed once the information has been transcribed and the thesis project completed. 
Your participation in this project is .completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or leave the 
study at any time. If you decide not to participate in the study or leave the study early, you will not be 
penalized. You are asked only to share information that you feel comfortable with. In addition, the 
principle investigator will be more than willing to answer any questions that you may have concerning the 
project at any time. 
Your signature at the bottom of this form indicates that you understand the information presented above 
and that you are participating freely in this project. Thank you for your participation, it is very much 
appreciated. 
Alissa R. King, Principle Investigator 
Graduate Student — 415 East Hall 
515-294-8010 
arking @ iastate.edu 
Dr. Sharon Bird, Major Professor 
104 East Hall 
515-294-9283 
sbird @ iastate.edu 







Pseudonym Peter Steve Mike John Bob Mario 
Year/Age *S/21 *Ji21 S/22 J/21 J/21 S/22 
Race Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian 
Hometown Midwest Midwest Midwest Midwest Midwest Midwest 




Married Married Married Married Married Married 






2-YS' s 4-OB' s 
2-OS's 

















40 min. 60 min. 45 min. 48 min. 36 min. 35 min. 
*S =senior *J =junior 
Football Players 
*OB =older brother *OS =older sister 
*YB =younger brother *YS =younger sister 
Pseudonym Sachel J-Nova Craig Damion Don Homer 
Year/Age *S/21 *J/20 S/21 J/20 J/21 S/None 
given 










Middle class Middle class Middle class Middle class Upper class 
Parent's 
marital status 
Married Remarried Married Married Married Married 















66 min. 58 min. 30 min. 58 min. 
_ 
53 min. 45 min. 
= senior * J = ~unlor *OB =older brother *OS =older sister 
*YB =younger brother *YS =younger sister 
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